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ABSTRACT 
The idea that computers are importtant as an aid to learning has gathered momentum 
due to ecomomic and social conditions. Moreover, the number and flexibility of 
computer hardware and software has lead to them being used at all levels of 
education, from primary school to higher education. This is learning at a distance as it 
involves no direct contact with the teacher in the traditional sense. 
This study, which is in the form of a formative evaluation, involves computer-based 
aids used to deliver commercial packages and reading lists in information and library 
studies topics. The evaluations involved tutors, academic librarians and students at all 
levels; research and undergraduate. Staff and students from Loughborough University 
and the Department of History at Leicester University were participants, as well as 
tutors and academic librarians from various Britih universities. 
To complete the study, questionnaires and interview questions were designed to 
reflect the backgrounds of participants, their views on the success, or otherwise, of the 
aids and their views on computer-based learning in general. Quantitive and 
qualitative techniques were to determine outcomes. Commercial packages were 
highlighted and some comparison was made between staff and students with regard to 
outcomes. Features which were more successful were identified, and information was 
gathered on how students use automated reading lists. 
The value of this study is two-fold. First, it brings forward information which can be 
used to improve computert-based learning and, second, it pinpoints the situation as it 
was during the years of evolution, i. e., 1992-1996. 
CHAPTER 1 
1.1 Introduction 
Education should say "This is what we know about how to teach spelling, reading, maths 
and so on. How can technology facilitate the process? ". 
Hawkridge (1991) 
Technology has been highly valued in this century for its ability to facilitate communication 
at speed. Radio, television, telephone, satellite and computer technology are important 
devices which have all been used to assist education. The question at issue here is whether 
computer technology has the ability, used either alone or in combination with other media, 
to provide a successful learning experience at a distance. The distance may be minimal, as 
taking place within the same room as the tutor, or at a maximum distance, as around the 
world. If the answer is 'yes', then there is an opportunity to support education wherever 
the students are situated. This has implications for information and library studies as for 
other subjects. Two important factors are involved: quality and cost-effectiveness. Cost- 
effectiveness is governed, to a large extent, by political and economic considerations, 
whereas quality depends on educational establishments. The evaluation, monitoring and 
dissemination of information of, and about projects and innovatory activities surrounding 
the use of computers for learning can provide insight into the problems of distance learning 
and their alleviation. 
1.2 Aims and Objectives 
The aim of this study is: 
To evaluate the success or otherwise of the use of computer-based 
aids to assist learning in library and information studies and to 
examine reasons for success or failure. 
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The specific objectives are to examine, primarily in the library and information studies 
environment, the following questions: 
1. To what degree does courseware which utilises computer-based aids give a 
more/less acceptable learning experience? 
2. Which features, attributed to the courseware, contribute towards a more/less 
acceptable learning experience? 
3. In general terms, what expectations of computer-based aids do tutors, other 
academic staff and students have? Are these expectations regarding computer- 
based aids satisfied in practice. 
4. Do infrastructural and environmental factors affect the quality of the learning 
experience? 
5. Do the skills and aptitudes of users play a significant role in the process of 
acceptance? 
1.3 Background 
The advent of advanced computing technology during the past three decades has changed 
information and library science from both the educational and professional points of view. 
Information and library science departments now educate students to work in 
libraries/information centres which can be located in a variety of places, from museums and 
libraries, to banks, law offices and government agencies. These workplaces have 
computerised ordering, cataloguing and circulating facilities, CD-ROMs, online access to 
other centres of information, public access to the Internet, CDs, audio and video cassettes, 
microfilm and fiche, full-text retrieval of documents plus the complete range of traditional 
materials. 
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The vision of a library as a building set aside for the collection, organisation and 
dissemination of information in part remains, but has been enhanced by the ability to find a 
world-wide range of information with the aid of technology. At the same time, users can 
frequently find this information themselves at home through technology which is available 
and financially accessible. This change, which technology brought to the role of libraries, 
also brought new terminology. 'Libraries' in the business/industrial world have been 
renamed 'information centres'. 'Library schools' became, for example, Departments of 
Information and Library Studies. 
At the same time, the number of British students in Information and Library Studies (ILS), 
and in Higher Education in general, has increased greatly (Higher Education Statistics for 
the UK). This increase has not been matched by an increase in the number of academic 
staff. As financial resources for education in Britain have become increasingly limited, so 
academic staff and administration have come under pressure to educate more students. In 
ILS departments more students have enrolled to take the greater variety of courses offered; 
course offerings have increased as a result of technological advances. Academic staff have 
also been under pressure to complete research in order to increase the amount of 
government funding and the status of their universities. This is all time-consuming, so all 
levels of government, university administration, individual departments and academic staff 
have looked to technology to save time through providing an aid to the learning process. 
The use of technology has created a new dimension within university administration. 
[Computer Science departments and Information Technology departments are to be found 
in most universities today. ] Developments in terminology have been particularly varied 
where computers are involved. Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI), Computer Assisted 
Learning (CAL), Computer-Based Training (CBT), Computer Managed Learning (CML) 
and Computer-Based Learning (CBL) were all phrases coined to express a particular type 
of learning experience. For example, CBT described the acquisition of work-related skills 
using computers either wholly or in part within commerce or industry. 'Teaching' and 
'Learning', or the imparting of knowledge and the acquiring of that knowledge, are both 
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implied by all these terms. For the purpose of this study the term Computer-Based 
Learning(CBL) was chosen as being sufficiently broad in meaning: it has been adopted by 
many computer groups. 
Much research with the use of television, telephone and radio in learning had been 
pioneered by distance education institutions. For these media, national and international 
networks have been long available. However, learning how to use a computer was, until 
relatively recently, more limited. A stand-alone computer or an internal network could be 
used with an individual package. Interaction between student and student and student and 
tutor was not possible until the arrival of electronic mail and wide-area networks. Students 
needed to access a computer, which was a financial deterrent, and needed to know how to 
use it. This latter has been easier for those younger students who have used computers in 
school and feel confident and comfortable enough to concentrate on the topic to be learned. 
Mastery over computers has not, however, necessarily led to mastery over the topic. 
As technology has continued to change practice in university, public and school libraries, so 
established library staff have recognised a need to upgrade their skills. This has led, in part, 
to more mature students entering university (Higher Education Statistics for the UK). In 
addition, more women have been re-entering the workforce, and there has been an increased 
need for continuing education as workers realised that a specific post was not for a life-time. 
These students, many of whom have had valuable work experience, have not always been 
comfortable with the new technologies. In some cases, they have been from Third World 
countries with no experience at all of the use of technology. Students in ILS have therefore 
been coming from two main groups: 
(i) Younger students with experience of technology, interested in moving into positions 
in a variety of locations, often in a non-traditional library setting; 
(ii) More mature students, sometimes not conversant with technology, anxious to 
upgrade their knowledge and qualifications. Within these groups there are further 
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sub-divisions; some more, some less skilled in use of computers, with varying 
perceptions of technology and its value. 
The use of technology to learn has not been confined to ILS departments. As ILS 
departments sought to use technology for innovative purposes, so did other departments. 
The use of computers has allowed courseware to be developed or networked by academic 
staff or developers from a range of backgrounds. Computer conferencing has become 
possible as a way to replace face-to-face contact. These are only a few of the 
developments which have sought to provide an alternative, but good learning experience. 
Part of the challenge has been to provide the content; equally important was to provide a 
good learning experience which would lead the student to a greater understanding and 
knowledge of the topic. Technology has therefore been a topic of interest not just to ILS 
students and staff, but to all departments. It has been seen as a valuable tool in the learning 
experience when increases in student numbers are not matched by an increase in the 
numbers of academic staff. 
Technology, involving computers, often involves additional formats. Most formats, in fact, 
are not used singly, but are found in conjunction with others. One classification (Laurillard, 
1993) is as follows: 
A. AUDIOVISUAL MEDIA 
0 LECTURE 
" PRINT 
" AUDIO VISION 
" TELEVISION 
" VIDEO 
HYPERMEDIA 
0 HYPERTEXT 
" MULTI-MEDIA RESOURCES 
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E DISCURSIVE MIEDIA 
This classification can be briefly described: 
A. AUDIO-VISUAL MEDIA 
LECTURE 
The lecturer presents a view of the topic. The student has no control over the procedure 
and often has little or no opportunity to discuss the topic with the lecturer or other 
students. There is an almost total reliance on the student to gather, analyse and assimilate 
the topic. 
PRINT 
Used mainly to support other formats at all levels from the directional to the explanatory. 
It is very portable and full of help features, but interactivity is restricted. 
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AUDIO VISION 
This format consists of audio tape and print material, slide/tape or other combinations. The 
student is in control, but interactivity is restricted. There is also reliance on the student to 
create understanding. Used in a purely audio form it is valuable to disadvantaged students. 
However, the student has limited control if the medium used is radio, as in India where it is 
widely used, because there is no chance to repeat. 
TELEVISION 
Control over this medium is not complete unless the video-recorder is used. Television is 
used by more affluent countries as an aid to learning. The developer, as in the use of all 
formats, must have the ability to use the unique features of the format. 
VIDEO 
This format allows the student ultimate control of the programme. Repetition and 
interruption allow the student time for reflection and modification of the student's ideas on 
the topic. It can be viewed at a time which is convenient to the student, but lacks 
interactivity. 
B. HYPERMIEDIA 
HYPERTEXT 
The student has control in that movement is possible wherever a link has been provided by 
the developer. This way of learning-discovery-learning, allows the student to quit and re- 
enter with ease. The developer must be able to anticipate the route a student will take 
through the program, or valuable information is lost. The interaction involves moving from 
a general level to a more detailed and specific one and does not involve questions to be 
asked. 
MULTI-MEDIA RESOURCES 
The addition of sound and pictures gives a further dimension to the hypertext format. This 
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is valuable for example in music, literature or archaeological courseware. Control is in the hands of the 
student again, partly dictated by the wishes of the developer. 
Hypermedia is interactive and could therefore come under the following section. 
C. INTERACTIVE MEDIA 
SIMULATIONS 
Another computer-based format where the interactivity is created by the developer and carried out by the 
software. Again the student has control to enter/exit and use when it is convenient. The interactivity 
develops when the programme sets the scene and reacts to input from the student. Original input, in the form 
of, for example, numerical data, is proposed by the developer to guide the student. 
MICROWORLDS 
Microworlds work in a similar way to simulations. Use of a programming language to mediate the 
experience allows, however, for more descriptive feedback and flexibility within the learning experience. 
MODELLING 
This format allows the student to set the scene, e. g. of a library system where a branch is scheduled to 
close through lack of funds. It gives more control and scope to the student and is useful to practitioners. 
The level of interaction is higher in this instance than with the simulation. 
D. ADAPTIVE MEDIA 
TUTORIAL PROGRAMS 
These computer-based programs imitate the tutor, taking the students through the material, eliciting 
replies, explaining any errors which may arise, giving other help and reinforcing learning. 
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TUTORING SIMULATIONS 
A hybrid format, combining the features of a tutorial and a simulation. 
TUTORING SYSTEMS 
This form generates first information on the subject; second, exercises for the student based 
on its knowledge of the student; and, third, feedback from the total information held and its 
knowledge of the student. A tutorial program presents information, accepts assurances in a 
pre-determined format, and provides feedback to the answers. In both cases, the student 
has control of the interactive system. 
E. DISCURSIVE MEDIA 
AUDIO CONFERENCING 
This format allows discussion between students and tutor at various locations. Enhanced 
by the use of a television, which allows for the transmission of text and graphics, the format 
becomes more interactive and allows for additional information to be transferred between 
participants. The discussion can be taped which adds to its portability. This link from tutor 
to multiple students can be confined to the student for tutorial purposes. 
VIDEO CONFERENCING 
The use of video transfer allows for a partial classroom situation to be created. Therefore 
the student is not in control, but there is the possibility of interactivity. 
COMPUTER CONFERENCING 
Linked by a computer network, the system is flexible and gives the student control, in that 
students tune in at their convenience. Messages are created either for the group or the 
individual, in written form. 
COLLABORATION 
This format supports peer group learning using either audio or, now, more often, 
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computer conferencing. It is highly interactive and controlled by the student. The results 
of this format and others in the discursive group are not easy to evaluate. They may not be 
effective if used without the support of educational media, e. g., print. 
Summary 
The combinations of format which are available give a wide choice to a developer but 
clearly make selection for a specific activity difficult. The choice of media must depend on 
the topic itself, the type of information to be assimilated; the extent of other support 
material available to the student; the status of the student, i. e. do they need to have the 
courseware available at their convenience; the length of time required to allow the student 
to digest the information; the availability of the hardware to the student; and the cost of 
production. 
The evaluation of computer-based learning will obviously involve asking questions of the 
sort which are asked of traditional learning processes. How do students learn? What 
makes for a good learning experience? Are there features inherent to a student which make 
learning using a computer more difficult? What features of the format do students like or 
dislike? Are there administrative problems to solve? Where do we go from here? 
1.4 Project Selection 
In order to satisfy the aims and objectives within the parameters outlined in the 
Introduction, it has been necessary to observe closely students, academic staff and librarians 
when they were involved in computer-based learning 
The present investigation looks at two learning experiences, one involving the use of 
commercial packages to teach ILS-related skills and the other centred around the 
enhancement of student reading lists as a prerequisite to encouraging learning through a 
computer-generated reading list. These two projects met the criteria in that they involved 
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innovative projects on topics of interest to ILS, with access to the students, academic staff 
and librarians who would be using the materials. 
A description of the two projects follows: 
A. Commercial computer-based packages 
B. Enhanced reading lists 
A. COMMERCIAL PACKAGES 
This project was part of the programme undertaken by the Computers in Teaching 
Initiative (CTI) in LIS (CTILIS) in the Department of Information and Library Studies at 
Loughborough University. CTILIS is part of a network of centres, in different subject 
areas, across Britain with responsibility for the collection, evaluation and, more importantly, 
the dissemination of information on computer-based learning in academic disciplines. The 
Centre at Loughborough University was set up in 1989. The country-wide project is 
financed through the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE). 
Most ILS departments offer some basic skills training within the curriculum, but it was 
perceived that there was a general need for these skills throughout all university 
departments, and that, as ILS departments had specialised knowledge of these topics, they 
could provide a lead in this area. Commercial packages are seen to be an innovative and 
economical way of providing the skills. The following types of skill relevant to ILS were 
chosen for study here: 
* report writing and research writing 
* use of information technology 
* word processing and desk-top publishing. 
As the project continued, a further category 
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* general management skills 
was added. 
The packages were identified through software catalogues, directories and by colleagues. 
Two bulletin boards, National Information and Software and Services (NISS) in the UK, 
and National Public Domain Software Archive (NPDSA), in the USA, were also 
accessed. Many packages were initially identified, and, in order to aid selection, further 
criteria were imposed. These were that the packages be readily available, cost not more 
than £60, and be IBM -compatible, as these platforms were in extensive use by universities. 
B. ENHANCED READING LISTS 
This project was one result of a joint submission made by Loughborough University and 
the University of Leicester to the HEFCE in 1992 under the TLTP initiative. This 
successful bid was to run for three years, with Loughborough University and the University 
of Leicester in partnership for one year, to be joined by Leicester Polytechnic (De Montfort 
University) and the Open University in the second year. The submission 'An integrated 
computer environment for the management of student centred learning across the 
curriculum in HE' planned to draw on an extensive range of activities between 
corresponding departments and universities to gain the necessary efficiencies brought about 
by technology. The overall project was entitled the 'Students' and Teachers' Integrated 
Learning Environment' (STILE). 
A key component was the development at Loughborough University and the University of 
Leicester of an integrated approach to retrieval, interface design, image development and 
the availability of software and hardware to exploit these developments. The educational 
objectives centred round a need to save staff time in managing resources and in increasing 
student access to materials. Some departments planned to network courseware using text 
and graphics enhanced by hypertext links. The Open University planned a distance-learning 
project. 
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During the first year of the project several twinnings took place between departments at the 
University of Leicester and Loughborough University, including the Department of 
Information and Library Studies at Loughborough University and the History Department 
at the University of Leicester. This latter collaboration was based on a mutual interest in 
the development and evaluation of automated reading lists, which fell within the 
educational aims of the total project. 
The reading lists from third-year history courses were entered into a database using Pro- 
Cite software initially. Subsequently the interface was further developed to give easier 
access to the information. Later, the reading lists for a first-year undergraduate course at 
the Department of Information and Library Studies were automated using an interface 
based on the World Wide Web. 
13 
REFERENCES 
HA GE, D 
Software for schools. In: Computers and Learning. 0 Boyd-Barratt (ed), 1991, 
Addison Wesley, pp 65. 
LAURILLARD, Diana 
Rethinking University teaching: a framework for the effective use of educational 
technology, 1993, Routledge, pp 97-176. 
Higher Education Statistics for the UK. London: HMSO, 1993. 
14 
CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE BACKGROUND AND MODELS 
2.1 Literature Background 
The purpose of this chapter is to report on the findings of a literature search in respect of 
the main topics of the research and to discuss suitable models for representing the purposes 
of the investigation. 
The main topics of interest pertaining to both projects, Commercial Packages and Reading 
Lists, are: - 
" Learning 
" Human-Computer Interaction 
A third topic 
" On-line Public Access Catalogues 
is relevant to the Reading List Project. 
0 Learning - Definition - Function - Background 
Learning in higher education is generally acknowledged to be more than the acquisition of 
facts, or learning by rote. The theory of 'deep' and 'surface' learning established by Marton 
and Saljo as part of the Gothenburg studies in Sweden (Marton, 1975) suggested that: 
For some, learning is grasping what the discourse is about (i. e., learning is 
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learning through the discourse) and for others learning is learning the 
discourse (i. e., memorising it). The former appear to experience an active 
role (i. e., learning is something they do), the latter do not appear to do this 
(i. e., learning is something which happens to them). 
This active role, which is to be preferred since it aids both acquisition and understanding, 
relies on the student to ask questions, either of the tutor, the peer group, or him/herself, to 
internalise the material; to apply it to existing knowledge; to store it for future reference. 
The passive student accepts the material, simply 'parks' it in memory to be regurgitated at a 
future time, either accurately or inaccurately. The active mode may be preferred for a 
variety of reasons. For example, the student may not 'hear' or grasp the discourse, through 
a lack of concentration, motivation, or for some other reason, e. g., the language is not 
understood. The implications here for CBL are that there must be a clear structure to the 
discourse; the student must have the facility to ask questions, to be motivated, retain 
concentration, and to be able to relate to the content of the program through suitable 
presentation in the form of relevant examples and appropriate level of language. A 'deep' 
approach to learning can be encouraged through these means. This will then allow the 
material to be absorbed, questioned, re-absorbed and digested, forming a knowledge base 
which is not static, but constantly changing shape as it incorporates new material and 
discards old. Output comes in the form of modified or new ideas. 
This route has been described by Megarry (1989) as: 
... not merely a collection of 
facts. Although one may be able to memorise 
isolated facts for a short time at least, meaningful learning demands that we 
internalise information, we break it down, digest it into our pre-existing, 
highly complex web of inter-connected knowledge and ideas, building fresh 
links and restructuring old ones. 
There is general agreement up to this point: theories of learning then diverge. Three 
contrasting theories (Underwood, 1994) can be usefully cited here: 
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1. Constructionist (for conceptional learning) 
2. Situated (for skills development) 
3. Behaviourist (for the retention of large bodies of information). 
" The constructionist theory postulates a combination of knowledge already in the 
mind of the student and new information or knowledge. This new information or 
knowledge is either accepted outright, rejected outright or debated internally, so 
that either new ideas are formed or existing ideas are changed. 
" Situated learning supposes an apprenticeship, when the student is involved in the 
learning environment, accepting the present standards and their purpose and then 
debating the status quo to come up with new ideas. 
0 The behaviourist model assumes that the tutor has the 'correct' knowledge, which 
is passed to the student to accept without question. However, the onus is on the 
tutor to convince the student by suitable examples and explanation. 
Each of these models is appropriate to specific areas in ILS; for example, the 
constructionist theory to the role of the library; situated learning to the mechanics of a 
circulation system; the behaviourist model to Library of Congress Subject Headings. Even 
so, any subject may not be strictly confined to one model. For example, discussing the role 
of a library may involve constructionist, situated and behaviourist models. 
Under what circumstances does learning best take place? Bloom (1984) advocated a one- 
on-one experience, whilst realising that most teaching takes place in a group situation: 
Can researchers and teachers devise teacher-learning conditions that will 
enable the majority of students, under group instruction, to attain levels of 
achievement that can, at present be reached only under good tutoring 
conditions. 
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Computer-based techniques may well help meet these criteria. A computer terminal provides a 
one-on-one experience and the technology provides for learning to be reinforced, questions 
answered, students motivated and concepts emphasised. There remains the question whether 
computer-based techniques can provide a learning experience equal to that of a one-on-one 
tutorial between student and tutor. 
Technology has evolved a great deal over the past twenty-five years, particularly in the area of 
computer-based applications. Unwin (1969) listed the following technologies as then being 
used in higher education: audio-visual; programmed learning; feedback from multiple-choice 
questions; television; audio-tapes with filmstrip; rapid reading; team teaching; sleep learning 
and learning by injection. In the 1990s, computers are heavily involved either as the sole 
medium or a partner in the development of learning through technology. This is an indication 
of the progress which technology has made and of the confidence of tutors, administrators and 
government in the use of computers for learning. 
As the use of computers in learning increased through the advance in technology, so there was 
a need to scrutinise its success or otherwise. An early study (Hiltz, 1986) was designed to 
discover how students rated an on-line learning experience. When questioned as to whether 
the use of on-line facilities provided a better learning experience, graduate students were more 
negative than undergraduates. This was an early indication that there would be differences 
between the ways graduates and undergraduates would deal with CBL. 
The use of CBL allows the evaluation of the learning experience to become more individualised 
and detailed. There is an ability to track a student's route through a program step-by-step and 
so identify problematic stages. This should permit the program to be improved, and to allow 
the student and the tutor to be more satisfied with the outcome. Traditionally, learning could 
be evaluated via a systematic search for, and analysis of, information. However, McIntosh 
(1974) was quick to point out: 
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Increasingly the traditional approach to evaluation is found to be inadequate 
as evaluators are confronted by innovatory educational programs of a wide 
variety. It is quite clear in particular that the evaluation of multi-media 
educational systems cannot even confine itself to curriculum evaluation and 
certainly cannot confine itself to the text and measurement model. 
It is evident from this that adherence to a curriculum, or simply expanding a course outline 
followed by an examination to test the student, does not constitute an evaluation of a multi- 
media system. The presentation of content in print, lecture or tutorial form, if it adhered to 
the curriculum, had hitherto provided a sound basis for testing the student. The use of 
computer technology, television, radio, video, etc., brought an end to this traditional 
evaluation model. The new media had to be proved to be both a successful vehicle for the 
subject matter and a successful teacher. To benefit, the student also needed additional 
skills, expertise in using the media and learning from them. 
The need to provide a more holistic picture of the learning process, e. g. taking into account 
the variable quality of presentation led to the idea of 'illuminative' evaluation, as pioneered 
by Partlett and Hamilton (1974). This sees the evaluation as consisting of three 
characteristic stages: observation, further enquiry and seeking to explain what has 
happened. It involves unravelling a complex situation by isolating significant features, 
highlighting the various cycles of cause and effect and understanding the relationships 
between these cycles, theory and practice and organisational patterns and practices. One of 
the important features of illuminative evaluation is that it seeks to raise the quality and 
profile of evaluation through debate about the learning experience and the variables 
involved. This then leads to a greater knowledge of the learning process which feeds back 
into the development of the program. The process depends on the use of questionnaires, 
interviews and the collection of background information. 
Critics of illuminative evaluation found it to be subjective, impressionistic and qualitative as 
compared with previous traditional evaluation. Later specialists in evaluation sought to 
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bring together the two opposing views (Guba and Lincoln, 1983), as shown in the 
following table. 
1 CONCERN 2 SCIENTIFIC 3 ILLUMINATIVE 
TRUTH INTERNAL VALIDITY CREDITABILITY 
APPLICABILITY EXTERNAL VALIDITY FITTINGNESS 
CONSISTENCY RELIABILITY AUDITABILITY 
NEUTRALITY OBJECTIVITY CONFIRMABILITY 
In column one are the four concerns basic to research into evaluation; in column two, the 
scientific terms invoked; in column three, their illuminative counterparts. Reliability is 
concerned with the consistency and accuracy of measurement, internal validity with the 
constant scrutiny of information to find causal relationships, external validity with the 
findings as representative of the situation, and objectivity with having no pre-conceived 
ideas on the topic. The alternative terms - fittingness, auditability, creditability and 
confirmability - may be seen as somewhat softer terms to state the same principles. 
While not totally dispensing with the idea of quantitative evaluation, which must form a 
basis for much initial evaluation where causal factors are apparent, the growing importance 
of qualitative evaluation for projects involving technology was perhaps inevitable as the 
media become more flexible, sophisticated and diverse. This change coincided with a 
growing interest in the user (Laurillard, 1979; Harasim, 1989; Ramsden, 1983). This led to 
direct questioning of the users concerned about, for example, their response to the learning 
experience. Such questioning assumes a list of criteria ranging from technical features, 
through course structure and teaching support features to the level of ease felt by students 
using the system. From answers to these questions, specific programs can be improved and 
a database of information collected to form a basis for further improved program 
20 
development. 
This was seen clearly by Hammersley (1989): 
Research that involves the construction and continual reconstruction of a 
model of the process under study versus research that sets out to test a set 
of re-defined hypotheses. 
In essence, evaluation is ongoing as technology is changing; formative in contrast to 
summative evaluation, which would only be relevant at the conclusion of a series of like 
experiments. These two types of evaluation have been the subject of much discussion. For 
example, Rumble (1986) cited formative evaluation as being conducted: 
In conjunction with the development of a new educational program with 
the aim of influencing that development. 
A comprehensive evaluation, according to Hawkridge (1991), would include a full analysis 
and critique, plus qualitative and quantitative data (based on effectiveness, using an 
appropriate sample of students who gain experience of an actual program). This definition 
gives a clear indication of the difference between a comprehensive evaluation and a 
description which merely reflects aspects of the program -a pure analysis omits the 
effectiveness of the program and a pure critique lacks data on actual usage. 
Evaluations involving the use of multi-media programs highlight the many aspects of the 
process. These include the formal features and their effect on recall (Boeckmann, Nessman 
and Pethmonde, 1988), pupils at various levels of expertise (Jones, 1990), students' views 
(Stephens and Rowland, 1993), gender (Sherigold, 1981; Trueman, 1990; Underwood and 
Underwood, 1990), students' experience of computers and their domain of knowledge 
(Egan, 1989)_ All these factors, and many more, come under the general heading of good 
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learning/good teaching 
Summary 
A comprehensive evaluation of CBL must contain qualitative and quantitative information 
and should use a multi-pronged approach (i. e. with interviews, questionnaires and 
exercises) applied to groups for whom the activity is relevant (i. e. students, tutors). There 
may be variables found which depend on group factors rather than the individual, but in all 
cases examination of the user is of prime importance. Because learning is a continuing 
process and technology is changing, the evaluation of the two projects discussed here will 
take a formative approach, i. e., results feeding into the development of future programs. 
0 11 U MAN-COMPUTER INTERACTION 
The term, human-computer interaction, implies communication between computer and 
human. This dialogue or activity relies on two types of action by the student: mental and 
physical. Mental actions on the part of the student may be active or passive; physical 
actions include typing in answers to questions and shutting down the program. Actions on 
the part of the program include digesting an answer which triggers a varied response, e. g., 
continuation of tutorial or voice response. 
This type of interaction is essential to a CBL program because it creates an active 
atmosphere. Active learning, as has been explained, is essential to deep learning: 
The consequences of passive learning are enormous losses in realising the 
full potential of human beings 
(Bork, 1982) 
These interactions, in a CBL system, replace the communication between students and 
tutor. The timing of these actions, their presentation, frequency, tone and content must be 
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well planned if the program is to succeed. Good interaction represents co-operation 
between educational, computer-science and design techniques of a high standard. The aim 
is to prepare an interaction which is comparable to good tutor-student dialogue. 
Financially, the use of various experts to provide these techniques would indicate that, for 
cost reasons alone, programs would more likely be purchased than developed in-house. 
According to Baecker and Buxton (1987), the skills necessary to provide quality interaction 
are not to be found in one person or even in a team of experts. They assert that it requires 
the skills of graphic and industrial design, understanding of organisational dynamics and 
processes, human cognitive perceptional and motor skills, knowledge of display 
technologies, input devices, interaction techniques, design technologies and an aptitude for 
elegance in system design. 
What are the main forms and results of interaction? For the student, an action could be 
key stroke(s), click(s) on the mouse, or touch on screen. These actions could result in: 
* continuation of the program 
* entry/exit to/from the program 
* access to more information 
* navigation - forwards/backwards 
* response to test questions 
The computer action would be in the form of visual or audio messages. Responses would 
deal with: 
* more information, i. e., continuation of program 
* review of information 
* explanations of ideas/concepts, etc. 
* re-inforcement 
* questions 
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For the student, easy entry/exit and moving around are important, especially to students 
who are new to the medium. Equally important is prompt computer action, especially to 
input and access, for example, help features, drop-down menus, and special accessories. 
The overall conclusion is that: 
Designers must struggle with providing an interface that does not frustrate 
or confuse, yet is rich enough to support the eventual appendage of a full 
set of system features 
(Marchionini and Shneidermann, 1991) 
What are the main concerns of major evaluations carried out previously? There has been 
interest in the ability of interaction, particularly feedback, to tell us about the results of our 
actions, perhaps enabling us to do differently next time (Rowntree, 1992). Feedback which 
simply says 'no: try again' is not moving the educational process further: 
The provision of feedback alone does not ensure dialogue and collaborative 
learning 
(Garrison, 1989) 
Feedback, therefore, places the ball firmly back in the student's court. Based on the quality 
of the message, the student must act and: 
must decide purely from the behaviour of the system what they can do next 
and they have no help in interpreting the meaning of its behaviour. 
(Laurillard, 1979) 
This emphasises the loneliness of CBL, an aspect of a one-on-one tutorial. It underlines 
one definition of learning: 
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The encoding of learning matter, employing idiosyncratic cognitive 
strategies is an internal act, something which the learner has to do himself. 
Therefore, learning is not in essential meaning an event of social interaction 
but is an individual act. 
(Gagne, 1982) 
Another concern has been the issue of control. This involves both educational and 
technological considerations. As the needs of users gained a higher profile and technology 
became more sophisticated, so there was a possibility that either the user or computer could 
control the educational process. In the era of CBL, where control is perceived as related to 
interdependence, control gives the student freedom to interpret information, and the 
computer control over the movement of the student through the program. A poorer 
educational experience results if either of the parties defaults. A hidden 'ON button, lack 
of quality feedback, poor interpretive knowledge and motivation, and so on, can cause this 
to happen. 
Indeed, human-computer interaction can be affected by something as obvious as clarity of 
image, as noted by Golden (1990). Therefore, evaluation of a human-computer interface 
entails a need for many technical aspects of the system to be examined by qualitative and 
quantitative means. The educational aspects may lend themselves more to both qualitative 
and quantitative techniques, e. g. interviews and questionnaires, and so may design aspects, 
such as a cluttered screen. 
Summary 
Three major aspects of human-computer interaction need to be investigated: educational, 
software and design. These can be measured using qualitative and quantitative techniques. 
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0 ON-LINE PUBLIC ACCESS CATALOGUES 
On-line public access catalogues, or OPACs, enable information on library holdings to be 
accessed quickly and easily by many users through the use of technology. 
an on-line public access catalogue should work intelligently with the user, 
engaging in meaningful dialogue, to elicit expressions of the user's 
information need, and to improve the results of the user's search activity. 
(Hildreth, 1989) 
This definition emphasises the need for good human-computer interaction, a partnership 
which will enhance the quality of the users' results. 
The first generation of OPACs was based on the card catalogue and allowed for Boolean 
searching, whereby users could widen or narrow searches. The second generation built on 
this base and provided additional search capabilities and display options. These additions 
required the evaluator to be more versed in the use of technology and how the catalogue 
was constructed and could be addressed: 
On-line catalogues add a layer of functionality providing techniques for 
searching the same data but also add a layer of complexity to the process 
(Borgman, 1996) 
Some experts thought that users would find it easy to locate relevant items if subject 
headings were adapted to meet user needs. Parallel to these ideas was the emergence of 
on-line cataloguing services whereby libraries could download MARC records which were 
then adapted to meet the needs of individual libraries. The problem for the user remained 
the same: to find a search statement which satisfied the system and helped either to increase 
the number of 'hits' if too few were found, or to pare down the numbers if too large a 
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number of 'hits' were recorded. Other information, apart from bibliographical detail, was 
limited due to lack of space and the non-realisation by library staff that further information 
might be of value 
Hancock-Beaulieu (1990) has outlined five major approaches to the evaluation of OPACs. 
First, comparative studies involved looking in parallel at a print system and an automated 
system or two automated systems. Next, prototype studies could lead to formative 
evaluation. Controlled experiments allowed for a system to be assessed in comparison with 
its predecessor. The analysis of transaction logs allowed evaluation of the actual course 
which a student took. Finally, protocols could be analysed with a view to improving access 
and ensuring satisfactory searches. 
Several of these approaches appeared viable for the present study. A comparison would be 
possible between students using a printed reading list and those using a computerised list. 
As the project progressed, it would be possible to compare two prototypes; and to conduct 
some control experiments, if desired. However, although one of the aims was to find out 
how users interacted with the system, transaction and protocol log analysis was not 
available on the system at the time of these studies. 
A bibliography, published in 1989 (Efthiniiades and Nielson), reported many instances of 
new OPACs systems, but with much less interest in evaluation. By the time of this study, 
evaluation of OPACs had moved from a study of the stand-alone system to the networked 
system and had highlighted, amongst other things, problems with the use of basic searching 
techniques and database concepts (Brody, Nolan and Whitemore, 1993) and low 
satisfaction due to difficulty with the protocol (Ankeny, 1991). There also had been 
concern over the use of the Likert scale, a sliding scale between positive and negative 
grades, and the excessive simplicity of YES/NO answers. 
The aims of this work are concerned with user satisfaction in an overall sense. This should 
take account of infrastructure and environmental features plus features which might be 
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added to the entry to provide additional information. Because of this additional 
information, the study is less concerned with OPAC evaluation in the traditional sense and 
more with its possible role as an aid to the learning experience, i. e. the additional 
information provided enhances the topic. 
Summary 
As technology has advanced, so OPACs have developed to include improved accessibility 
and display features. However, lack of a user friendly system and lack of knowledge of 
user-searching techniques has inhibited success. While the present project can incorporate 
approaches used in OPAC evaluation, there are basic differences in the function of OPACs 
and automated reading lists which do not make them totally compatible. 
0 COMMERCIAL PACKAGES 
Commercial packages, as a partial or sole aid to learning, have been available for some 
years in a variety of media formats. The rise in availability of computer facilities for home 
use has prompted more serious development of commercial computerised packages, either 
as the sole format, or in conjunction with other formats (for example, video). University 
education has utilised packages developed in-house for distance learners especially with the 
increase in the number of students. Using a computer to teach can be achieved either by a 
stand-alone package or on-line. Some topics lend themselves to an on-line approach, for 
example, how to search databases using a trial-and-error method. However, this may not 
be viable with large classes, either financially or physically. A package, it can be argued, 
can provide a better guide and be more economical in these circumstances. 
There are decisions to be made between using commercial packages and those developed 
by academic institutions. The aims of the two groups, commercial and academic, are often 
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different. Commercial companies are responding to the needs of a large group with mixed 
educational and social backgrounds, but with a common interest in learning about the same 
topic. Academic institutions, in the form of universities and colleges, are more likely to 
develop packages for relatively small groups with rather similar backgrounds, but restricted 
by a set course of instruction. Commercial companies have to make a profit. Producing 
large numbers of copies of the package enables them to do this. A package developed by a 
university for in-house use often implies the production of a few not-for-sale copies 
(though copying permission may be readily available). 
The advantages of commercial packages to the university are basically financial. They can 
be used to teach large numbers of students with little or no staff support at flexible times, 
thereby releasing staff and space. They do not require a large input of staff time to prepare. 
The disadvantages are related to quality and the needs of individual tutors. In the world of 
commercial packages, there are many companies, some large, some small, all developing a 
range of products. Good products cannot necessarily be recognised by their company 
names or other identifiers. It is also true that academic staff are accustomed to modifying 
material for their own purposes, which is not usually feasible with commercial packages. 
Evaluations of packages are usually found in periodicals on subject-specific topics, e. g. 
education. These evaluations vary in length from a description to a reference and do not 
usually provide an exhaustive analysis. In many cases, the intention is simply to inform 
readers of the presence of the packages. Listings of packages have been attempted by 
various publications, e. g. the CHEST Directory. The CTI centres, through their 
publications, all try to inform their readers of suitable software. The CTILIS centre at 
Loughborough, for example, produces a listing of software with details of applications and 
suitability by both educators and practitioners. Descriptions of commercial packages (i. e. 
those being developed to make a profit for a money-making company) are more usually to 
be found in professional journals. 
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READING LISTS 
Reading lists for students come in a variety of shapes and forms and perform a variety of 
functions. This is dependent on the course, the lecturer and the amount of material which is 
available on any one topic. On some LIS courses, there is no reading list, as the 
preparation of a list is part of the students' assigned work. Usually, reading lists are fairly 
basic, with author, title, some bibliographic detail and a library shelf number. Sometimes, 
the list is arranged chronologically by tutorial, assignment or lecture, or by usage. It may 
be in no order at all. It may be directional or supportive. It can be a list of materials merely 
to be consulted. In all cases, there is an assumption that the materials are available. This 
has led to problems for university libraries, as many students require a limited number of 
titles over a short period of time. Such problems have led to a number of suggestions for 
procedures to alleviate this concern (White and Vauthier, 1991). Here, logging of loans 
was found to provide library staff and tutors with a clear indication as to use of individual 
titles. Others (Stopforth, 1994; Smith, 1993) cite the problem of libraries obtaining the lists 
from tutors as a major disadvantage. As stated above, much LIS literature regarding 
reading lists has sought to highlight concerns regarding access to materials through the 
provision of adequate quantities of materials. 
The fact that a reading list may be only of limited help to a student has been noted by 
Ramsden (1992) 
It is often the case that reading lists underline the view of a subject 
presented in lectures that every fact, every interpretation is of equal and 
great importance and that nothing must be left out. This approach has the 
expected effect of excess workload: it invites students to neglect material 
indiscriminately and to adopt a superficial approach to what they do read 
(and, of course, to receive a lecturer's criticism that students cannot be 
trusted to read anything properly). Selecting a major text for a course also 
presents problems, it is often not clear why a particular text or texts have 
been chosen, or what the student is expected to learn from it, is it a 
supplement to the lectures? a substitute? is every chapter important, which 
chapters are mandatory and which are unessential? 
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The indication here is that reading lists could provide additional helpful information. 
Experiments have added chapter titles and citable references (Michelak, 1990) and tables of 
contents and abstracts (Dillon and Wentzel, 1990). Experiments by Van Orden (1990) 
found that, while additional headings resulted in more 'hits', lack of specificity resulted. In 
other words, enhancement improved recall not precision. 
2.2 Models 
0 Learning 
A search for models of learning revealed many, varying from those relating to school 
education to distance education. Those which seem to have most relevance for the present 
study are discussed here. Bloom's model (1984) relating to school education involves three 
main factors: cognitive entry behaviour, affective entry characteristics and the quality of 
instruction. This model emphasises the mental ability of the student to learn, the confidence 
and motivation of the student to maintain the learning process and the part played by the 
tutor (to that extent, seen as less important) as solely determining the learning outcome. 
This model has a simplicity which is appealing, but is perhaps not entirely suited to the 
present study. 
A later model (Ramsden, 1992) gives prominence to the students' intention to study, 
context of learning and previous educational experiences as leading to their perception of 
task requirements. Attention moves away from the cognitive ability and personal abilities 
of the student to the possibility that the perceptions of the student are paramount in their 
approach to the task. This is an hermeneutic model whereby the student is constantly 
moving through the triangle; orientation to study, context of learning and perception of task 
requirements; each time the student's perception of task requirements is comprehended in a 
different manner which leads to heightened awareness of self and deeper learning. 
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FIGURE 1 MODEL-LEARNING (RAMSDEN) 
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One complex model appeared as the basis of several papers given at the Warwick Symposium 
on Improved Student Learning (Gibbs, 1993). It assumes that the approach of students and 
perceptions of teachers relate to `good learning' and `good teaching', respectively. Influences 
work in both directions, thus giving the chance for participants to revise their perceptions. 
Although the model by Bloom certainly allows for a role for the tutor, this model integrates the 
tutor role more fully, as does the Ramsden model. 
FIGURE 2 MODEL - LEARNING (GIBBS) 
Student 
Characteristics 
Students' Stu ents Learning 
Perceptions Approach Outcomes 
Teac ' 
Perceptions 
Teaching 
Context 
A model for a study into the learning value of computer packages might well utilise this kind of 
approach. The computer would, however, need, at least in part, to take the place of the tutor 
and other media which might be needed to enhance the program. For the purpose of the 
present study, the model shown below has been developed: 
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FIGURE 3 MODEL-LEARNING (ROSE) 
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* Teaching context to include input from educators, technology specialists and computer 
specialists 
The emphasis again is on extensive tutor involvement plus equal input from the computer 
specialist educator and design and technology specialist. Again, there is opportunity for 
two-way movement, so that all three experts, tutor and student have an opportunity to 
revise their ideas and perceptions and the student his/her approach. The whole process is 
one of change, hopefully developing the process of learning to a greater degree of success. 
Infrastructure and environment, meanwhile, need to be satisfactory in order to enhance and 
make this possible. Meanwhile, in terms of HCI, the learning experience takes place using 
the devices provided by the computer to provide an active learning experience, e. g., 
feedback, good graphics. The results of this learning experience are then fed back to the 
user, design and technology specialist, computer specialist and educator for critical 
reflection and possible modification. 
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INFORMATION RETRIEVAL 
The classic model described by Robertson(1997) assumes a successful conclusion, 
ignoring the possibility of failure. 
FIGURE 4 MODEL-INFORMATION RETRIEVAL (ROBERTSON) 
Match 
This model has been criticised because it does not represent a real life situation. It has 
been claimed that it only represents a one-time conception of the problem. It was also 
criticised because so much is expected of the user, who has to represent the 
information in a query form understandable, by the system (Belkin). 
With the advent of automated catalogues and indexes, models to aid research naturally 
become more complex as they involved interaction between individual and machine. 
The machine was expected to emulate human behaviour, taking on the role of an 
information assistant. The aim was to provide easy access to specific materials. The 
Cranfield experiments were later followed by research which focused on the user, the 
user's domain knowledge and behaviour patterns related to stereotypes (Ellis, 1989). 
One approach, i. e. the user sifting through the essence of the problem, consulting 
documents as he/she goes along. However, it ignores the user's environment, i. e. 
other sources of information, apart from documents, which the user might consult. 
There are, of course, endless 
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pointers the user might come across whilst consulting documents which could 
influence direction, including footnotes, citations, author and subject searching. The 
user might also consult tutors, other students, etc., who are not included in this model. 
One well-known model (Wilson, 1981) relating to users and their information needs 
contains three main elements: user information, system and embodiments. 
FIGURE 5 MODEL-INFORMATION RETRIEVAL (WILSON) 
B 
This model follows the user as he/she approaches tutor (A), peer groups (B) or, for 
example, cited references (C) for information. The user may also, at this point, directly 
approach the materials (D) to browse. Alternatively, or also, the user can search the 
information system him/herself (E) or ask the library staff to do this (F). The aim is to 
reach the correct materials. HIJK represent approaches using library staff. 
While this model portrays the basic elements of any information retrieval system, the 
present study, specifically involving reading lists, requires a slightly different approach. 
Here, the user has, in most cases, three choices: the printed list, the automated list and 
the library catalogue. Input to the catalogue comes from library staff, with an 
emphasis on using library tools plus information on availability of texts. Printed and 
35 
.7 
USERS EMBODIMENTS 
- ... -- INFO SYSTEM 
automated lists use input from tutors, based on what they feel it is necessary for 
students to know. Again, the infrastructure can affect all these elements. Increased 
accessibility through additional subject headings and similar features may help users to 
make good and more precise decisions At the same time, using a computer to access 
reading lists for the first time may hinder the users' activities. If perceptions of the 
experience are poor, this may influence future use even of better information aids. 
In this case, the following model may best indicate what happens: 
FIGURE 6 MODEL INFORMATION RETRIEVAL (ROSE) 
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The model has three main sections: user, information system and texts. The three parts 
of the information system - the printed lists, the computerised list and the library 
catalogue - contain the same basic data. The computerised list provides more 
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information, intended to help the student to make a relevant selection with more access 
points than the printed list, although both rely on good tutor input. This input may 
vary in quality and quantity, dependent on the nature of the reading list and the 
perceptions of the tutor. The library catalogue, on the other hand, is controlled by 
library staff who work with library material. From the information system, the user can 
move to the texts which must be seen at some time if the 'right' text is to be found. 
Until full-text retrieval is available within the information system, the student will need 
to check the printed texts before finally deciding which is the appropriate one. 
There are many strategic routes for the user to take, governed by, for example, user 
attitudes, perceptions and past experience. Although a mixture of time, environmental 
and infrastructural features may make the straightest possible route appealing to users, 
there are, in all probability, many who will take a less direct route, moving from 
browsing to library catalogue to tutors' recommendations and so on. Although user 
support is portrayed here as being in close vicinity to the user, it may not be the easiest 
in terms of accessibility. For example, the tutor may only be available at set times, or 
students may be working at a distance. 
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C TER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
3.1 Introduction 
In this chapter, general methodology is discussed. This concerns both projects: the 
commercial package project, involving students, tutors and academic librarians from 
various institutions, and the reading list project, involving students in the History 
Department at the University of Leicester and in the Department of Information and 
Library Studies at Loughborough University. From the discussion in the previous chapter, 
an inventory of variables can be drawn up. Variables can reflect fundamental differences 
within the elements or activity, which lead to varying behaviours and results. The 
development of questionnaires, interview questions and experiments to collect the 
quantitative and qualitative data must obviously examine these variables in the context of 
the aims and objectives of the study. 
3.2. Commercial Packages 
AREA OF INTEREST VARIABLE 
USER GENDER 
AGE 
PRIOR COMPUTER EXPERIENCE 
PERCEPTIONS AND APPROACH 
HUMAN-COMPUTER INTERFACE - EASE OF ENTRY/EXIT 
TECHNICAL NAVIGATION 
ORIENTATION 
STRUCTURE AND LAYOUT 
IMAGE CLARITY, COLOUR AND GRAPHICS 
OVERALL PRESENTATION 
HUMAN-COMPUTER INTERFACE - TEACHER PERCEPTIONS 
TEACHING CLARITY OF INSTRUCTION 
INTERACTIVITY 
EXPLANATION/REINFORCEMENT 
RELEVANCE 
OVERALL CONTENT 
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Comments on the variables 
USER 
GENDER 
The literature search revealed that differences have sometimes been detected in the success 
of male and female students in their use of the computer to aid learning. It was planned 
that there would be sufficient numbers of male and female students to make a comparison 
possible during the present study. 
AGE 
Examining undergraduate and postgraduate students, as well as staff, gives a reasonably 
wide range of ages to allow for a comparison to be made. This is another factor which has 
been found to produce differences. 
PRIOR COMPUTER EXPERIENCE 
Tutors and academic librarians were expected to be generally computer literate. However, 
a wide variety of computer experience was expected from students at undergraduate and 
postgraduate levels. 
PERCEPTIONS AND APPROACH 
Again, 'a group of users with differences of gender, age and computer expertise would 
probably exhibit a wide range of perceptual approaches to CBL. 
-COMPUTER INTERFACE - TEC CAL 
EASE OF ENTRY/FXIT 
There are two ways of considering this variable. It can be assumed that computer 
experience gives the user an ability to deal easily with entry and exit. However, the use of 
multimedia and CBL involving tutorials and simulations gives the developers opportunities 
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to apply a range of approaches. Hence, even experienced users may encounter new 
problems. 
NAVIGATION 
As above, the use of a multimedia approach may lead to some problems for all users, 
although computer-literate users should normally do better. 
ORIENTATION 
One concern of researchers into hypertext has been that users may become disorientated 
within the program. This could happen to users within commercial programs also, 
particularly when the subject matter is not familiar? 
STRUCTURE AND LAYOUT 
The presentation of course content in a way which enables users to absorb the information 
was important for all classes of user. Confusion would arise when, for instance, screens are 
too cluttered or menu headings do not give a clear direction. Packages using multimedia 
tutorials and simulations offer an opportunity to view this variable. 
IMAGE CLARITY, COLOUR AND GRAPHICS 
These important criteria in the selection of print material remain an essential quality for any 
learning experience. For example, do computer packages exhibit images as acceptable as 
the video equivalent? 
OVERALL PRESENTATION 
This refers to the total balance of features: does the package provide a well-designed 
program with clear images using suitable colour combinations? Packages from different 
sources provide an opportunity to examine this aspect. 
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MAN-CO UTER INTERFACE - TEACHING 
TEACHER PERCEPTIONS 
While all tutors and other academic staff will be competent in the use of computers, it can 
be expected that their experience and predisposition towards, or away from, computers for 
learning will lead them to make differing decisions on the commercial packages 
CLARITY OF INSTRUCTION 
The packages come from a variety of sources. It is to be expected that they may differ in 
suitability, for example, as regards the appropriate level of language for the students 
concerned. 
INTERACTIVITY 
Interactivity has been shown to be one of the main advantages of a computer-based system. 
A sufficiency of high quality interactivity is essential if a package is to be successful in 
emulating a one-on-one tutorial. 
EXPLANATION/REINFORCEMENT 
The ability of a package to explain errors, answer questions and reinforce and summarise 
information is essential if the student is to remain motivated and be ultimately successful. 
RELEVANCE 
Students will expect the package to give them, for instance: examples to which they can 
relate; a level of content which is appropriate to their need; good currency of information. 
It would be expected that, with a variety of packages, this factor would vary from package 
to package. 
OVERALL CONTENT 
If the package claims to deal with a specific topic, it will be expected to do so as 
comprehensively as possible if it is to meet the needs of a varied population of users. If the 
content is not authoritative this will lead to problems of application. 
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3.3 Reading Lists 
AREA OF INTEREST VARIABLE 
USER GENDER 
AGE 
PRIOR COMPUTER EXPERIENCE 
PERCEPTIONS AND APPROACH 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS NAVIGATION 
LEVEL OF INFORMATION 
FEATURES 
INFRASTRUCTURE TUTOR APPROACH 
AVAILABILITY AND ADMINISTRATION 
TEXTS AVAILABILITY 
Comments on the variables 
USER 
GENDER 
It was expected that there would be a fairly equal distribution of male/female students at the 
two centres to make some comparison possible. 
AGE 
Age was expected to be less significant here, since most students would be under 25 years. 
PRIOR COMPUTER EXPERIENCE 
Students at these two centres were expected to have some computer expertise which 
would be relevant to this exercise, for instance, in searching the library catalogue at least, 
but there might otherwise be a range of computer experience. 
PERCEPTIONS AND APPROACH 
It was to be expected that students might exhibit differences here due to differences in 
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subject background and in year of study. 
IN-FORMATION SYSTEMS 
NAVIGATION 
The students examined in this project should be able to navigate through the system with 
some ease in view of its similarities to searching a library catalogue. 
LEVEL OF INFORMATION 
The degree of match between tutor input and the expectations of the students would be 
expected to be a relevant factor to success/failure of the learning experience. 
UNFRASTRUCTURE 
AVAILABILITY AND ADMM* ]ISTRATION 
When the evaluation is conducted outside the classroom, students have an opportunity to 
voice opinions on this important aspect of their search. It was planned that at least part of 
the project would be evaluated under non-classroom conditions. 
TUTOR APPROACH 
Tutors need to feel enthusiastic and confident about the project. Administrative problems 
(for example, lack of time, lack of knowledge about the system) can affect tutors' approach. 
There is a requirement for both interest on the part of the tutor and an adequate briefing 
beforehand. 
TEXTS 
AVAILABILITY 
It was expected that this factor would weigh quite heavily on the success or otherwise of 
the project. The enhanced reading list is still merely a step to the texts: students will 
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obviously assess success in terms of actually finding the publications they have identified. 
3.4 . Details of Methodology - 
Commercial Packages 
It was decided that, in order to satisfy the objectives of the study, it would be necessary to 
involve a wide range of students, tutors and librarians. To accomplish this, undergraduate, 
graduate and research students, academic staff and librarians would be approached to 
complete the evaluation. A decision was also made to complete a series of evaluations. 
This allowed new packages to be incorporated into the evaluation process and the findings 
from earlier evaluations, regarding the questions to be asked, to be used in later evaluations. 
The evaluation plans involved arranging a series of workshops, in various geographical 
locations, where tutors and librarians could view the packages. Participants were presented 
with a list and outline of the contents of the packages. They chose the packages which 
interested them and were allowed unlimited time to complete the exercise. At all times, 
advisors were on hand to give help if it was needed. One questionnaire was completed per 
package by the individual carrying out the assessment. At an early stage, an interview was 
undertaken with selected participants in order to ascertain the reaction of tutors to learning 
in this way. The tutors who evaluated packages were primarily from ILS departments, 
together with other academic staff with an interest in user education. 
The students who evaluated the packages were ILS undergraduates and postgraduates 
graduates at Loughborough University. A small pilot project, which involved research 
students, also took place at Loughborough University. These students evaluated one 
package followed by selective interviews. The subsequent exercises involving 
undergraduate and postgraduate students asked them to evaluate three packages each. 
Graduate students were allowed to select their own programs from their terminal since the 
packages were networked. Undergraduates were moved from terminal to terminal since, 
in 
their case, the packages were not networked. Most packages could be worked through 
in 
detail in less than two hours. After preliminary tests, it was decided that a twenty-minute 
session would allow students time to assess a package and still retain their enthusiasm and 
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concentration. Students therefore completed three evaluations, each involving a 
background questionnaire and an evaluation questionnaire on each of the packages within 
one hour. All student sessions were conducted on a volunteer basis. 
A further part of the project involved tutors at various institutions evaluating the packages 
outside a workshop context. This allowed these tutors to provide more information on 
using the packages at a distance. Here, the tutors had to set up the packages themselves 
using their own hardware. This way of collecting evaluative data proved to be expensive in 
time and cost. However, it allowed additional information to be collected. 
The discussion of the evaluation activities which follows is presented in chronological 
order. Packages were added and withdrawn as time passed and the questions were edited. 
Hence, a chronological sequence most clearly shows the changes which were 
accommodated. 
Pilot Project: Research Students - Department of Information and Library Studies - 
Loughborough University 
Nine students reviewed a total of seven packages. This evaluation involved a background 
questionnaire to determine user characteristics (Appendix I) and an evaluation 
questionnaire to determine system strengths and weaknesses of the packages (Appendix II). 
Administration of these was followed by an interview to find out how the student viewed 
CBL. This interview, which was recorded, also provided a frame for the learning 
experience, in that interviewees often outlined further details of their background with 
regard to their positions and experience of computers and learning. A comments section on 
the questionnaire provided a channel for further information. 
Loughborough University - University of Hertfordshire 
This initial full-scale study covered two sessions, six months apart. A total of 57 
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evaluations was completed by tutors and other academic staff from various universities, 
who were assembled at Loughborough University as part of a BAILER meeting. The 
questionnaire evaluation gave information on the package (Appendix III) and interviews 
with nine participants highlighted user characteristics as well as giving further information 
on their experience with CBL. A comments section provided additional space for 
information. 
At the University of Hertfordshire, 43 evaluations were completed by tutors in information 
and library science from various universities. The questionnaire was identical to that used 
in the first full evaluation at Loughborough University. 
Mail Evaluation 
The mail questionnaire (Appendix IV) was expanded to include information relating to the 
fact that evaluations were at a distance and that the control was purely in the hands of the 
evaluator. Twelve evaluations were completed by six evaluators, all of individual packages. 
Section One of the questionnaire contained product information (i. e., producer, supplier. 
price, equipment required) and was for CTI office use alone. In Section Two, the first four 
parts (A-D) required a yes/no answer and parts G, H and I were rated on a sliding scale. 
Comments were given a full half page. The evaluators were ILS tutors from British 
universities. Initially they were all volunteers. Later, it was a paid exercise. 
Edinburgh and Loughborough Universities - Tutors 
Loughborough University - Students 
The questionnaire used here (Appendix V) was identical in all these evaluations. A 
background questionnaire (Appendix VI) was completed by both undergraduates and 
graduates). Graduates accounted for 42 evaluations and undergraduates 57. In Edinburgh, 
35 evaluations were completed by tutors and at Loughborough University a total of 56 was 
completed. 
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3.5 Details of Methodology - Reading Lists 
These evaluations took place over a period of eighteen months. Initially, third-year History 
students at Leicester University evaluated a system which used Pro-Cite. Later, a new 
interface, STILE ONE, was evaluated. A further interface, STILE TWO, was used when 
the Department of Information and Library Studies undergraduate students evaluated 
reading lists based on a first-year module, Information Sources and Searching 
The prime objective of the evaluations at the University of Leicester was to find out how 
students used the lists of their choice and their reaction to an automated list. At 
Loughborough University, students evaluated the system and searched for items, noting 
which they preferred. Some experiments were conducted in a classroom situation, others 
were completed at the convenience of the student. At the start of the academic year, all 
third-year History students received a training session lasting approximately one and a half 
hours. ILS students received no training session. 
In addition, it was possible to use information collected by students who interviewed tutors 
at Loughborough University with regard to their expectations of STILE. These were not 
tutors from DILS. Following all experiments, two interviews were carried out at DILS 
with tutors. The purpose of these interviews was to get their reaction to the lists and 
pinpoint any concerns they had with regard to future developments. 
The following breakdown is in chronological order. Again, this is intended to clarify the 
evaluation process. 
Background Information - History Department 
After the training session the background questionnaire was completed by 96 students. 
This questionnaire (Appendix VII) was developed to capture information on course, 
gender, age and computer experience. 
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Access to Printed and Computerised List - History Department 
A total. of 25 questionnaires was completed. Ten students had used the automated list only, 
five had used the printed list only and five had used both lists (and so returned two 
questionnaires). This questionnaire (Appendix VIII) was taken by students and returned to 
the tutor after they had used the reading list for an assignment. 
Access to Print Only - History Department 
Twenty-six questionnaires were completed in class time. These students with access to the 
printed list only were questioned about their use of the printed list and their expectations of 
a computerised version. The questionnaire forms Appendix IX. 
Talk through interviews - History Department 
Four students from the same third-year history course took part in a talk-through interview. 
Students were observed and their comments were noted. They were asked no specific 
questions. The STILE ONE interface was used and students completed a routine search. 
General interviews - History Department 
Ten students were interviewed to discover their response and concerns regarding a 
computerised list. The students were selected at random from third-year history courses. 
The interviews lasted approximately 20 minutes in the History Department at the University 
of Leicester. 
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Interviews - Loughborough University - Tutors 
Nine tutors were interviewed regarding their expectations of STILE. These tutors were 
from a variety of departments, mainly Education, who were to use STILE for the first time. 
At this point, they had not seen STILE in operation. 
Questionnaires - Department of Information and Library Studies 
Forty-one students completed the questionnaire which involved the form of computerised 
reading list developed for the first-year course. Some students were single-subject ILS 
students, others were taking the course as part of joint honours. The evaluation took place 
in class time, i. e. 50 minutes duration, and consisted of a background questionnaire 
(Appendix X) and a system questionnaire (Appendix )G). 
Exercise - Department of Information and Library Studies 
Thirty-three students undertook to complete the exercise (Appendix XII) which aimed to 
discover how accessible titles are on the reading list. STILE TWO interface was used. A 
background questionnaire had been completed by each student. 
Interview - Department of Information and Library Studies 
Two tutors were interviewed who were involved in teaching the first-year module 
'Information Sources and Searching'. The interviews were taped and took place in the 
Department of Information and Library Studies. Tutors were asked how they regarded 
automated reading lists in general, and the one for 'Information Sources and Searching' in 
particular. 
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Copyright 
In addition to the evaluations outlined above, a listing was made of all the copyright holders 
of the materials on the History reading lists. These lists were analysed to discover the 
status of the copyright holders. This was part of a preliminary investigation to find out how 
many copyright holders were academic staff. If the number was considerable it might be 
worth examining whether a mutually-beneficial release of copyright could be a first step in 
full-text provision and retrieval on-line. 
3.6 The following table demonstrates how the methodology was developed to answer 
the specific objectives as stated in the Introduction. 
Table of Objectives and Methods 
OBJECTIVES METHODS 
I To what degree does courseware which Questionnaires: Questionnaires 
utilises computer-based aids give a more HCI Technical overall Information systems 
or less acceptable learning experience i technical features 
HCI Teaching overall level of information 
2 Which features attributed to the Questionnaires: 
courseware contribute to a more or less HCI Technical 
acceptable learning experience? Specific 
HCI Teaching 
Specific 
3 In general terms, what expectations of Interviews: 
computer-based aids do tutors, other User 
academic staff and students have? Are 
these expectations regarding the Questionnaires 
computer-based aids satisfied in User comments 
practice? 
4 Do infrastructural and environmental Questionnaires: 
factors affect the quality of the learning Mail 
experience? 
5 Do the skills and aptitudes of users Questionnaires: 
play a significant role in the process of User-background 
acceptance? information 
Computer experience 
Questionnaires: 
Technical features 
Interviews: 
User 
Questionnaires: 
User comments 
Questionnaires: 
User comments 
Administration 
Availability 
Questionnaires: 
User background 
information 
Computer experience 
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CHAPTER 4 
EVALUATION OF COMMERCIAL PACKAGES 
4.1 Introduction 
An analysis of the numbers and type of evaluator during the project is as follows: 
EVALUATION 
Date Place Nos. Group Back'd Q'aire Interview Comments 
Apr 1993 Loughborough 9 Research J    
Apr 1993 Loughborough 57 Tutor/Academic J   
staff 
  Oct 1993 Hatfield 43 Tutor 
  
Nov 1994 Edinburgh 35 Tutor 
  
Nov 1994 Mail 17 Tutor 
Feb 1995 Loughborough 42 Graduate  
  
   Mar 1995 Loughborough 57 Undergraduate 
  
Aug 1995 Loughborough 56 Tutor 
316 
4.2 Loughborough - April 1993 
This was a pilot study for the main evaluations and was undertaken by nine research students 
from several departments who evaluated seven packages. These packages included some using 
video, as well as those using disk, disk/text, and simulation. All students completed the 
background questionnaire as a first step. 
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4.2.1 Results - Student background 
AGE 
18-24 25-40 41-55 55+ 
1620 
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN/MOTHER TONGUE 
UK Other English Other 
5454 
1. Previous computing experience? 
Yes No 
72 
59 
2. Have you studied word-processing before coming to LUT? 
Yes No 
45 
3. What type of documents did you produce? (Business letters, memos, 
reports, other) 
Numbers 4 types 3 types 2 types 1 type 0 
Students 3 0 1 0 5 
4. Which particular software packages have you used and how would you 
rate your competence? 
Microsoft WordPerfect Filemaker Word Word 5.1 Multimaie WordPerfect Lotus 
Windows 5.1 Pro for Mac Advantage for DOS 1-2-3 
Number Number Number Numb Number Number Number Number 
er 
2/B 3/C 1/B 1/C 1/B 1/C 1/B 1/B 
(Key: B= Beginner; C= Competent; G= Good) 
5. Have you used other software packages? 
Yes No 
Spreadsheets 2 2 
Integrated* 0 4 
Databases 3 1 
Others 2 2 
111Leg12LLGU = r2LLL ui a l. uu1JC kp1 Juau1y a t. uw1aaIJ 
60 
6. Are you familiar with a computer keyboard? 
Yes No 
81 
7. Do you have any typing experiences? 
Yes No 
16 3 
The results of this questionnaire reveal a group of students with varied backgrounds 
and expertise. The majority were between the ages of 25-40 years, which was to be 
expected of research students. Only one was male, but there was an even split 
between those whose country of origin was Britain and those who were not British at 
birth. Only one student had moved straight from graduate to research work, the others 
had come to research from paid work. Seven of the nine students had computer 
experience, but only four of the nine had experience of word-processing. However, 
these four appeared to have considerable experience, in that they had produced a 
variety of documents. 
Five of the nine students had used a total of 11 named software packages to a level 
of beginner or competent. In essence, this is a group of mature students, most with 
experience of computers to a competent level, typically gained in a work situation, but 
not necessarily including a study of word-processing. 
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4.2.2 Packages 
Seven word-procesing training packages were chosen for the students to evaluate. 
Five of these taught WordPerfect; two taught MS Word. 
TITLE MEDIA 
A WordPerfect Basic Training Video 
B Teach Me WordPerfect Simulation 
C Personal Tutor for W. P. Video/Text/Disk 
D Learn to Use WordPerfect Simulation 
E WordPerfect Student Guide Text/Disk 
F Microsoft Word Video 
G Teach Yourself MS Word Simulation 
Two students evaluated D and G, one student evaluated each of the 
remaining five 
4.2.3 Results - Questionnaire 
1. How clear are the images on the screen? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 Mean Mean Mean 
score score score 
Video Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.6 3.0 2.5 
(Key: Very clear = 3; Adequate = 2; Poor =1. V= video; C= computer) 
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2. How clearly are the instructions presented? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 3 4 2 2 2 3 3 4 3 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.9 2.7 3.0 
(Key: Very clearly = 4; Clearly = 3; Fairly clearly = 2; Poorly presented =1 
V= video; C= computer) 
3. Was the language used easy to understand? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 4 3 2 3 2 3 2 4 1 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C -LC- V C C 2.7 2.7 2-7 
(Key: Very easy = 4; Easy = 3; Fair = 2; Difficult = 1. V= video; 
C= computer) 
4. Was it easy to control the speed of the package? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 4 4 3 2 2 3 2 4 1 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.8 3.0 2.5 
(Key: Very easy = 4; Easy = 3; Fair = 2; Difficult = I. V= video; 
C= computer) 
5. Did you find it easy to concentrate for a long time on the package? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 2 3 1 1 2 3 2 2 1 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 1.9 1.7 2.0 
(Key: Very easy = 3; Easy = 2; Not easy = I. V= video; 
C= computer) 
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6. How relevant are the contents to what has been learned? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 2 3 1 3 2 3 2 2 1 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.1 1.7 2.3 
(Key: Very relevant = 3; Relevant = 2; Not at all relevant =1) 
7. Were there many support mechanisms within the package itself 
which would help the learning process? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2 1 Mean score Mean score Mean score 
Video Computer 
1 Media V C V C C C 
-l 
V 
- 
C C 2.3 2.3 2.3 
(Key: Many = 3; Few = 2; None = 1. V= video; C= computer) 
8. Did you feel that the level of the content was relevant to your needs? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 2 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.6 2.0 2.8 
(Key: Relevant = 3; Partly relevant = 2; Not relevant = I. V= video; 
C= computer) 
9. How easy was the system to use? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.6 2.3 2.7 
(Key: Very easy = 3; Easy = 2; Not easy = 1. V= video; 
C= computer) 
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6. How relevant are the contents to what has been learned? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 2 3 1 3 2 3 2 2 1 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.1 1.7 2.3 
(Key: Very relevant = 3; Relevant = 2; Not at all relevant =1) 
7. Were there many support mechanisms within the package itself 
which would help the learning process? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2 1 Mean score Mean score Mean score 
Video Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.3 2.3 2.3 
(Key: Many = 3; Few = 2; None = 1. V= video; C= computer) 
8. Did you feel that the level of the content was relevant to your needs? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 2 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.6 2.0 2.8 
(Key: Relevant = 3; Partly relevant = 2; Not relevant = 1. V= video; C= computer) 
9. How easy was the system to use? 
Student 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
Score 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 Mean score Mean score 
Video 
Mean score 
Computer 
Media V C V C C C V C C 2.6 2.3 2.7 
(Key: Very easy = 3; Easy = 2; Not easy = 1. V= video; C= computer) 
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Package Mean Score Previous Computer 
Experience 
WP Other 
A 2.4 Yes No Yes 
B 3.3 No No No 
C 1.9 Yes Yes Yes 
D 2.4 Yes Yes Yes 
D` 2.9 Yes No Yes 
E 3.0 No No No 
F 2.2 Yes Yes Yes 
G 2.8 Yes No No 
G` 2.0 Yes Yes Yes 
In general, those with no, or little, computer experience rated the packages more 
highly than those with computer experience. Hence, it did not necessarily follow that 
those with a knowledge of computers were more satisfied with a computerised 
package as a way to learn word-processing. Those who had previously studied word- 
processing gave the packages a lower score than those who had not previously 
studied the subject. This would appear to indicate that packages in this subject are 
more advantageous for a beginner than for a student with some knowledge of the 
topic. 
The student who gave a package the highest score (package B) had been an English 
teacher for some years. The students who gave packages the lowest score (packages 
C and G) had worked in the business world. The latter students had more experience 
of using software packages. This suggests a query - can it be that a greater 
experience of using software packages, particularly in a business working 
environment, leads an evaluator to be more critical? 
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Package Mother Tongue of Student Mean Score 
English Other 
A  2.4 
B  3.3 
C  1.9 
D  2.4 
D2 2.9 
E 3.0 
F 2.2 
G  2.8 
G2  2.0 
Those students whose mother tongue was not English were as satisfied with the packages as 
were other students. 
A comparison of the results of the video-based packages with those which were computer- 
based shows that video packages were judged to be superior in only two aspects, i. e., in clarity 
of screen images and ease of control of the speed of the package. The computer packages were 
judged to be superior on six criteria and to be equal on two of the others. 
Conclusions 
1. Students with less computer experience rated packages more highly than those with 
more computer experience. 
2. Packages which teach word-processing are more advantageous to beginners in the 
subject that those who have studied word-processing previously. 
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3. Those students who have worked in the business world may be more critical 
of packages than those who have not. 
4. Students whose first language was not English were as positive about using 
packages to learn as those students whose mother tongue was English 
5. Computer packages have advantages over video packages in most areas. 
4.2.5 Results - Comments 
Many comments reflected the frustrations of students who had previously studied 
word-processing. These fell into three main groups. (V = comment on video) 
A. 'It turned me off because... ' 
'No help facility'. 
No exit... '. 
I got bored just reading screen after screen and just pressing the space bar'. 
It took a long time to teach me a few commands'. 
It assumes a certain level of expertise'. 
A novice may feel controlled by the program'. 
B. 'Having been a beginner, I know they would appreciate... ' 
V 'A counter on the video recorder'. 
V 'Identification on video where keys are on a particular 
keyboard'. 
'Overall instruction sheet'. 
68 
Self tests instead of instructions of which keys to press'. 
Knowing where keys were on a keyboard'. 
C. The novice learner is the best to rate this package' 
I found it very easy (to use) but... '. 
I liked the change of colour when... '. 
I prefer Windows drop down menus but this is no fault of the 
teaching program'. 
Generally very easy to follow'. 
Two concerns were common to many comments. First, they felt that they needed 
time to really 'learn' the topic. Comments such as: 
V 'it was very good but you need to have time in order to 
repeat the video several times. ' 
Second, packages were frustrating because they were cumbersome and did not give 
direct access to the answers to problems: 
'But I would appreciate written instructions to avoid having to run 
through [the] entire package searching for functions'. 
Summary 
Students who already had experience of word-processing gave useful suggestions as 
to improvements, e. g., purpose of keys should be defined. Those who were new to 
word-processing found the actual experience of using the computer and video easy, 
and their comments reflected this. There was little to differentiate the tone of 
comments received on video and non-video packages. Both received positive and 
negative comments. 
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4.2.6 Results - Interviews 
The questions asked at the interview sessions, which followed immediately after the 
evaluation process, related to the experiences of the students in their use of packages. 
Both interviewees were lecturers in their own countries within ILS departments. 
Neither had English as their mother tongue, and they had limited experience of use 
of computers. 
Student A 
This student felt that the learning process could best be described by the term 
`acquiring knowledge'. She perceived that there were levels of knowledge: some 
knowledge required that the student repeated the learning process. She thought word- 
processing was in this category. Other levels of knowledge or skills, e. g., 
cataloguing and indexing, were in a separate category and required a different 
approach. To acquire firm knowledge she felt a classroom situation was important, 
in order to promote discussion and to get questions about `why' answered. Into this 
category she placed ongoing, in-depth study such as is found in education. She also 
stressed the need to have reference and resource material readily available. 
She was interested in the media mix, i. e., computer and video, but found it physically 
and mentally difficult to be moving between the two in order to complete the course. 
She felt that video had great potential to teach, but not as the sole conveyer of the 
material and not for all topics. She liked the idea of an open learning centre with 
someone on call, but not necessarily in the room to answer questions. However, she 
felt that the important thing about CBL was to solve your own problems and that 
questions should be at a minimum. 
She had previously studied library administration at a distance, using printed 
materials and student meetings twice a year. Students had evaluated themselves 
using a printed examination. She thought that packages had a part to play in rural 
situations. 
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Student B 
This student had no previous experience of learning via the computer. In her 
country, text, radio and video had been in general use as a way to educate. She liked 
video because it could convey the interactivity and physical presence of the 
classroom. While she considered that the presence of a teacher would be ideal, she 
accepted that, for certain topics, the use of other media was acceptable. 
The package she evaluated was a computer simulation package. She felt that the 
computer was in control to the extent that she was so busy following instructions, she 
could remember nothing of what she was supposed to be learning. This led to a 
feeling of disorientation. She had completed the package as the instructions had 
requested, but she could not remember individual attributes of the package, or what 
it was capable of in general. So, although the instructions were clear and easy to 
follow, this student felt lost and she concluded that the simulation was for the 
experienced, not the novice. The feeling of disorientation led her to a general 
unhappiness with the computer as a way to learn. She felt that even simple skills 
should not be taught in this way. 
Summary 
As only two students were interviewed it is not possible to generalise, but some 
points were noted for future consideration. It appeared that while non-print media has 
a certain appeal (e. g., video brings a sense of reality and atmosphere to the learning 
process), it can intrude between the material and the student. The media need to be 
manipulated. If students do not have this skill, they may become confused and 
disoriented. The media are attempting to convey instructions, information or 
concepts, but in actual fact their presence may cloud the learning process. Careful 
consideration is therefore required in choosing media which are suitable, both for the 
subject to be taught and the student. Only a student who is at ease with the media 
will learn from them. 
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4.3 Loughborough - Tutors and Academic Staff- April 1993 
This workshop took place in the computer laboratories at the Department of 
Information and Library Studies. It formed part of a BAILER meeting. Most of the 
evaluators were tutors in ILS departments throughout the country; the remainder were 
staff in academic libraries who were particularly concerned with user education. The 
evaluation sheets were identical; no tutor background information was collected. The 
questionnaire was designed to reflect the knowledge and skills of the tutor as a teacher 
of students who ranged from beginners in computing to the computer literate. 
4.3.1 Packages 
Twenty-two packages were chosen to be evaluated. They covered a media mix 
ranging from text to simulation as follows: 
Title Media Number of times 
evaluated 
A Searching Dialog Disk/Text 3 
B Thinksheet Disk 2 
C Questsim Disk/Text 1 
D Dialsim Disk/Text 1 
E Endnote Disk 1 
F Project Management Disk/Text 8 
G WordPerfect Student Guide Disk/Text 1 
H Teach Yourself MS Word Simulation 1 
I Teach Yourself Speedreading Disk 3 
J Teach Me Excel Simulation 6 
K WP Basic Training Video 3 
L Introduction to MS Word VideoTTextfDisk 3 
M Readability Disk 2 
N Individual Training for Lotus 1-2-3 Simulation 1 
0 PageMaker Self-Study Workbook Text 1 
P Teach Yourself PageMaker Simulation 6 
Q Getting to Grips with Excel Text 1 
R Introduction to D Base Video/Text/Disk 2 
S Teach Me D Base Simulation 4 
T Learn to use WordPerfect Simulation 
3 
J 
W Personal Tutor WordPerfect Video/Text/Disk 3 
V Rapid Reading Disk 1 
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In terms of content, these 22 packages break down into four main groups: 
A. Word-processing B. Spreadsheets 
G, H, K, L, O, P, T, W I, J, N, Q, R, S 
C. Online searching D. Other skills 
A, C, D B, E, F, M, V 
In terms of the media used, the packages break down as follows: 
A. Simulation B. Video/Text/Disk 
H, J, N, P, S, T L, R, W 
C. Disk/Text D. Disk 
A, C, D, F, G B, E, I, M, V 
E. Text F. Video 
O, QK 
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Summary (the numbers correspond to the preceding tables) 
1.2.0 was selected as being the benchmark, showing moderate satisfaction. So, 
if we suppose that an average of below 2.0 indicates inadequate, tutors 
considered that the packages were more likely to assist those who were 
reasonably computer literate than those who were beginners in computing. 
2. Nine of the 22 packages were considered to be suitable for use by all three 
groups of students. 
3.3.0 was selected as the benchmark, showing moderate satisfaction. So, taking 
a mean average of below 3.0 to indicate inadequate, five packages were 
considered not to be suited for use as the sole teaching device. 
4_ Taking a mean average of between 1.5 and 2.5 to indicate adequate, tutors 
considered that the number of packages which were best suited to beginners 
did not vary significantly from those suited to students who were computer 
literate, this in the amount of material and level of material. 
5. Five packages failed to meet the minimum level required (i. e., 2.0) from the 
viewpoint of clear instructions, nine packages from the viewpoint of adequate 
feedback, and seven packages for easy navigation. 
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6. 
NAME TYPE PACK-AGE SCORE 
Individual Training for Lotus Simulation N 29.0 
Teach Yourself MS Word Simulation H 27.0 
Teach Me Excel Simulation J 25.3 
Teach me dBase Simulation S 25.1 
WP Basic Training Video K 24.8 
Teach Yourself Pagemaker Simulation P 24.6 
Teach Yourself Speedreading Disk I 24.5 
Project Management Disk F 24.3 
Searching Dialog Disk/Text A 24.1 
Getting to Grips with Excel Text Q 24.0 
Learn to Use WordPerfect Simulation T 23.3 
Intro to MS Word Video/Text/Disk L 21.5 
WordPerfect Student Guide Disk/Text G 21.0 
Pagemaker Self Study Work Book Text 0 21.0 
Thinksheet Disk B 20.5 
Dialsim Disk/Text D 20.0 
Endnote Disk E 20.0 
Rapid Reading Disk V 19.5 
Personal Tutor WordPerfect Video/Text/Disk W 18.0 
Readability Disk M 17.5 
Intro to dBase Video/Text/Disk R 17.5 
Questsim Text/Disk C 15.0 
The total scores above show that the packages with the highest score were all 
simulations, H- Teach Yourself MS Word; J- Teach Yourself Excel; N- Individual 
Training for Lotus 1-2-3; S- Teach me dBase. 
4.3.3 Results - Comments 
There were 75 written comments which were divided into four groups: 
A. General: these comments were on a wide variety of topics and did not fit into the 
other three groups. 
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B. Prerequisites: these comments reflected the concerns of tutors regarding the 
ability of students to use the system and to apply knowledge they had already. 
C. Likes: tutors had strong opinions as to their `likes' about using packages 
(however, no tutors noted that use of a package would give them more time 
to concentrate on other work). 
D. Dislikes: tutors had equally strong `dislikes': some of these related to 
packages in general, others to specific packages. 
The following typify comments in each group: 
A. General 
(i) Ability to deal with large numbers 
I see the main advantage (of packages) as being able to deal with sheer 
numbers of students. 
(ii) Ability to help students who are marginal 
`... to be able to push marginal students through quickly. ' 
(iii) Space saving 
`Saves space because a whole classroom does not have to be booked. ' 
(iv) Work alone 
`Individual students can come alone in the evening and work in a small 
space. ' 
(v) Handholding 
`(good) for the majority but a certain group will always need 
handholding. ' 
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(vi) Learning 
`It is a support to learning but can't replace the total learning 
experience. ' 
(vii) Choice of media 
When they [students] enter the programme at differing levels it is not always 
a simulation which is the most appropriate. ' 
(viii) Price 
`We have moved away from these [packages]. Other media are cheaper (e. g. 
CD-ROM). ' 
(ix) Fear 
`An online tutorial is more threatening. ' 
`Mature students come with all fear and doubt about computers. ' 
(x) Easier way 
`It would be just as easy to read the text. ' 
(xi) Flexibility 
`Some formats are difficult to apply to all groups - disks are more 
applicable to larger groups - video/disk systems are less flexible. ' 
B. Prerequisites 
(i) Matching 
`The problem is matching the package to the student. ' 
(ii) Keyboard skills 
`Its all right if you are familiar with the keyboard. ' 
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(iii) Familiarity with topic 
`If you weren't familiar with the topic it would bring down your score. ' 
(iv) Topic 
`Teaching interpersonal skills can't be left to a package. ' 
(v) Time 
`It takes almost as long to take a shelf package and customise it, and 
compromise, as it would to develop your own package. ' 
`Live tutorials are time-consuming. ' 
C. Likes 
(i) Terminology 
`I liked to see the terms defined - especially of use to undergraduates. ' 
(ii) Written overview 
`Students like the idea of a booklet so they can refer to it and get 
answers easily. ' 
(iii) Simulation 
`Simulation is good and, for many students, non-threatening. ' 
(iv) Repetition 
`No one is counting ... this gives confidence. 
' 
(v) Video 
`I am firmly for video. ' 
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(vi) Price 
`But for £18 - the price is right. ' 
(vii) Interactivity 
`The ideal would be ... a totally 
interactive package. ' 
(viii) Planning 
`It was well conceived. ' 
(ix) Tutorial 
`I liked the tutorial. ' 
(x) Learning 
`It is the way I would have liked to learn. ' 
D. Dislikes 
(i) Lack of clear instructions 
`... was very baffling at the start. I didn't know what I was doing. ' 
(ii) Updating 
`It could be updated ... it wasn't 
for a Windows environment. ' 
(iii) Motivation 
`It could be made self-competitive so that they had to beat their own 
score. ' 
(iv) Speed 
`I found the video slow... ' 
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(v) Applicability 
`You can't have one package to suit everybody. ' 
(vi) Interactivity 
`You won't save time or money unless they [students] don't need any 
help at all. ' 
(vii) Patronising 
`I found the video ... patronising. ' 
(viii) Presentation 
`Teaches very much on a piecemeal basis. This is often the problem 
... they 
don't give the total picture, they zoom in on specific features, 
they ignore the whole. ' 
(ix) Lack of feedback 
`You are not told what to do to correct your scores. ' 
(x) Threat 
`An online tutorial is more threatening. ' 
Summary 
In this collection of comments by tutors, the views on packages were diverse. There 
appears to be no perfect solution in the search for an ideal package. Four issues are 
raised. 
1. First, the increasing number of students now being enrolled who come from 
a range of backgrounds; would packages suit all their needs? 
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2. Second, the need to be accountable for money spent is balanced against not 
just an increase in student numbers, but the changes in new technology which 
is moving swiftly towards the utilisation of new approaches. 
3. Third, there are the individual needs and preferences of tutors which rarely 
lead to unanimous decisions on the merits of individual packages. 
4. Finally, there is a fear that once teaching is out of human control, the learning 
experience will be less successful. 
4.3.4 Results - Interviews 
Nine interviews were taped at the Loughborough Workshop. The interviewees were 
selected at random and consisted of tutors from ILS departments at old/new 
universities where information technology was taught, along with developers of 
packages and librarians/information scientists. 
Interview I 
This tutor came from a new university where the use of technology was well- 
developed. He came to see packages which were of interest to his subject area. He 
was interested in the use of packages because he found live tutorials very time- 
consuming due to the increase in the number of students. The library at his 
institution did very little formal library skills training: he thought that, on the whole, 
packages would be useful, but that more needed to be accomplished through 
evaluation. 
He thought that, primarily, packages needed to be as interactive as possible, testing 
and correcting students, making it easy for them to repeat sections as often as they 
wished. 
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Inter view 2 
This tutor was from an ILS department. She was involved in the development of 
distance education courses and considered evaluation to be essential for the 
development and improvement of all courses and that it must be ongoing. She had 
found the package using video to be slow and patronising, and considered one of the 
main problems concerning packages was the inability to navigate through them easily. 
She thought that hypertext would be the ideal - but expensive! 
Interview 3 
This tutor was an information scientist/librarian who had previously been involved in 
the evaluation of online and hypertext packages. He thought that packages solved 
many of the problems faced in teaching large numbers of students and provided 
flexibility in terms of time and space, but support from a human tutor was still 
essential for some students and certain topics. 
Interview 4 
This tutor from an old university had evaluated packages as the need arose within his 
subject area. He saw the ideal routine as one which allowed the students to work 
through a package, then for the tutor to give them an oral overview. Simulation was 
considered to be less threatening than an online tutorial but, even then, he considered 
that a package could not replace the total learning experience. A learning centre, 
where packages could be used alone was a good idea, he thought, but the organisation 
of it would need to be excellent if it were to succeed. 
Interview 5 
`Students need computer expertise to a prerequisite level. ' This was the opinion of 
this researcher, who was part of an information systems development group. Such 
expertise was necessary before students tackled learning via packages. This was 
important because developers cannot always have in mind the level of subject 
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knowledge and level of computer expertise of each student. 
Interview 6 
`The main problem is that you can't match the student to the package easily and 
teaching via packages will soon be low key because it is not cheaper and isn't always 
suitable for teaching to large groups. ' This tutor produced and developed packages 
as part of his duties. He did not like the word-processing packages, and thought that 
there was a move away from packages to alternative, cheaper media. 
Interview 7 
This tutor was from a well-established university. He was interested in using 
packages, but had found that the ones on view at the workshop did not follow the way 
he taught the subject. He would like to see more information/library science examples 
within the packages, more currency and less `talking heads'. He considered that trial- 
and-error learning wasted a lot of time for students. 
Interview 8 
This tutor taught information/library science and, in his experience, students liked 
using packages and did not feel harassed when using them. However, he did feel that 
the students needed a prerequisite level of computer knowledge. Otherwise, they 
might find any key and press it in order not to get left behind. He noted that some 
of his mature students had brought their children to class to help them since the 
children were more expert in the use of computers than their parents. He thought that 
the tutorial he had examined was to be preferred for ease of use and ability to control 
the speed of the package, but that some media mix were intimidating. 
Interview 9 
This respondent was a librarian concerned with user education in an academic setting. 
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She conducted an evaluation of the orientation package for non-English speaking 
librarians, using a 'Smiley' chart and sliding evaluation scale approach. She had 
reservations about the evaluation sheets at the workshop, she considered them too 
technical. She thought that the main advantage of packages was their ability to 'teach' 
more students in less time, but these advantages were outweighed by the difficulty in 
finding the necessary information and amalgamating it into a package which would be 
satisfactory. She felt that the text was still sometimes the best way to learn. 
Summary 
1. These interviews highlighted the varied backgrounds and requirements of tutors 
and other academic staff who might use packages in teaching. Some needed 
packages to teach large groups, others to teach small tutorials; some had 
developed or adapted packages; some had experience of evaluation; the 
combinations varied. It would be difficult to develop a package to meet all their 
needs. 
2. The concerns which they voiced often appeared in the comments section: their 
positive comments were often lukewarm in supporting the use of packages for 
teaching. 
3. The group was by no means homogeneous. The interviewees were not violently 
opposed to using packages, but had adopted a rational approach to the use of 
packages. Although most were in favour of packages, they were not over- 
enthusiastic at the thought of using the packages, and regarded a certain number 
of prerequisites to their use as essential. 
4.3.5 Overall Conclusions 
1. Tutors and other academic staff considered that those students who were `computer 
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literate' would receive more assistance from packages than 'beginners in 
computing'. However, the packages could be used as a sole teaching device for 
all three groups of students, to the extent that they provided suitable content and 
level of material for all, along with adequate and clear instructions. They were 
less satisfied with the levels of feedback and the ease of navigation. 
2. From the comments section, it seems evident that any verdict on a teaching 
package will not be unanimous whichever group of tutors is involved in the 
evaluation. 
3. Tutors and other academic staff, while recognising that packages are becoming 
increasingly suitable in many ways, are still searching for improvements. 
4.4 Hatfield - Tutors - October 1993 
This workshop was held at the University of Hertfordshire. The evaluators, from various 
universities, all had considerable experience of working in information and library 
science as tutors. The packages were set up prior to the workshop and the evaluators 
were permitted to select their own packages for evaluation. No background information 
on the evaluators was sought, and the evaluation sheets were identical to those used at 
Loughborough. 
4.4.1 Packages 
Ten packages were evaluated; there was a media mix ranging from disk/text to 
simulation. 
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Title Media Times 
Evaluated 
A Teach Yourself Speedreading Disk 4 
B Individual Training for Lotus 1-2-3 Simulation 3 
C Teach Yourself MS Word Simulation 4 
D Project Management Disk/Text 5 
E Readability Disk 3 
F Teach Me D Base IV Simulation 4 
G Learn to Use WordPerfect Simulation 7 
H Teach Me Excel Simulation 5 
I Thinksheet Disk 4 
J Questsim Disk/Text 4 
In terms of content, these packages break down into four main groups: 
A. Word-processing B. Spreadsheets 
C, G B, F, H 
C. On-line searching D. Other skills 
i D, E, I, A 
The media breakdown is as follows: 
A. Simulation B. Disk 
B, F, G, H, C A, E, I 
C. Disk/Text 
D, J 
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Summary 
Taking an average of below 2.0 to indicate inadequate, tutors considered that 
the packages were more likely to assist 'Beginners in Computing' than those 
who had 'Existing Knowledge' equally well. In each case, only one package 
from each group failed to meet the required standard. 
2. Only one package was considered suitable for all three groups, six were 
considered suitable for only one group. 
3. Taking the benchmark of 3.0 to be adequate, tutors considered that two of 
the ten packages did not meet the criteria necessary for being used alone as a 
teaching device. 
4. Taking an average of between 1.5 and 2.5 to indicate adequate, tutors 
considered that more packages should be assessed as inadequate from the 
viewpoint of the level of material and content for the 'computer literate' (11 on 
c and d), than for the group who were 'Beginners in Computing' (7 on a and b). 
5. Taking an average of below 2.0 to indicate inadequate, five of the ten 
packages were considered to be inadequate from the viewpoint of 'clear 
instructions', four packages on 'adequate feedback', and five on 'easy 
navigation'. 
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6. 
NAME TYPE PACKAGE SCORE 
Teach Yourself Speeding Disk A 28.3 
Teach Yourself MS Word Simulation C 25.2 
Teach Me Excel Simulation H 25.2 
Individual Training for Lotus 1-2-3 Simulation B 22.0 
Learn to Use WordPerfect Simulation G 21.3 
Teach Me dBase IV Simulation F 20.3 
Project Management Disk/Text D 19.2 
Thinksheet Disk I 18.3 
Questsim Disk/Text J 17.8 
Readability Disk E 15.7 
The total mean scores above show that the packages with the highest mean scores are A, 
Teach Yourself Speedreading (Disk); C, Teach Yourself MS Word (Simulation); H, 
Teach me Excel (Simulation). 
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4.4.3 Results - Comments 
There were 31 written comments. They can be divided into four groups: 
A. Technical comments were attached to most evaluations. 
B. Level of material and use comments included those where prerequisite skills 
were considered essential. 
C. Interactivity was of concern to some tutors. 
General comments included the likes and dislikes of tutors. 
A. Technical 
(i) Screens 
`Screens too cluttered. ' 
`Help screens useless - too condensed. ' 
`Need more help screens. ' 
`Too much material on screens. ' 
(ii) Escape 
`No escape to quit or help. ' 
`Get stuck on screens with no easy escape routes. ' 
`Had to refer to manual to get out of each display. ' 
(iii) Start up 
`Need a manual to get started. ' 
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B. Level of material and use 
(i) Level 
`Material is too basic. ' 
`No explanation anywhere of the purpose of this package. ' 
(ii) Prerequisites 
`Need to know a little about Windows to start with. ' 
good for experienced Windows users. Need a basic idea of use of 
mouse if needed - once learned, excellent. ' 
(iii) Use 
`Repetitive in places. ' 
`No idea what this package is about. ' 
`Make purpose [for use] more explicit. ' 
C. Interactivity 
(i) Design 
`Program seems designed to slap your wrists and only teach by accident. ' 
`Program was rather confusing and not very helpful. ' 
(ii) User-friendly 
`Easy to use, can concentrate on learning because most of the time you need 
only press the space bar to continue. ' 
D. General 
(i) General 
`Better than blank sheets of paper and coloured pens. ' 
(ii) Likes 
`Good package. ' 
`Very interesting, can see why you get hooked. ' 
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(iii) Dislikes 
`Too American. ' 
`Poor presentation, slow, outdated, impossible. ' 
Summary 
1. Comments on the technical aspects of the packages and the level of 
interactivity were mainly negative. Tutors were particularly concerned about 
the quality and quantity of help for the student. 
2. Tutors also had a negative attitude to the level of material presented and the 
prerequisite skills required of students. 
3. Comments on likes and dislikes exhibited a series of views which were in the 
main more focused when negative features were mentioned. For example, the 
cryptic comment `Good package' leaves a lot of unanswered questions. The 
comment `Better than blank sheets of paper and coloured pens' could indicate 
that the evaluator liked the package, but not how much it was favoured. 
Equally `easy to use, can concentrate on learning because you need only press 
the space bar to continue' brings an alternative opinion on the issue of 
interactivity. 
4.4.4 Overall Conclusion 
Tutors were positive about the suitability of packages for `beginners in 
computing' and those who had `existing knowledge'. They also found that 
packages were satisfactory as a sole teaching device, provided `clear 
instructions', `adequate feedback' and `easy navigation' and were more 
adequate in level of material and content for those students who were 
`beginners in computing' than those who were `computer literate'. However, 
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tutors were negative about the suitability of packages for multiple groups of students. 
2. Negative comments were focused on the technical aspects of the packages, the 
level of interactivity, the need for prerequisites and content. 
3. Positive comments were often not focused enough to give a real sense of what 
made use of the package a positive one. 
4. Simulations were the preferred medium. 
4.5 Edinburgh - Tutors - November 1994 
Thirty-five evaluations were completed at a CTI workshop held in Edinburgh. 
The questionnaire used in Edinburgh had been refined to reflect a more focused approach 
to the evaluation. 
4.5.1 Packages 
Nine packages were evaluated, including disks, disk and text, and simulations. 
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TITLE MEDIA TIMES 
EVALUATED 
A Speedreader Disk/Text 8 
B Understanding WP for Windows Disk 3 
C Thinking Positively Simulation 6 
D Professor PC Simulation 4 
E Project Management Disk/Text 5 
F Effective Presentations Disk 4 
G Peter Harrison - Excel Disk 2 
H Planning Your Work Disk 3 
I Managing Your Time Effectively Disk 6 
In terms of content, these packages break down as follows: 
A. Word-processing B. Spreadsheets 
BG 
C. Other skills 
A, C, D, E, F, H, 1 
In terms of media used, the packages break down as follows: 
A. Simulation B. Disk/Text 
C, D E, A 
C. Disk 
B, F, G, H, I 
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4.5.2 Results- Questionnaire 
A. Purpose and structure 
1. How clear is the layout and the structure of the course? 
Total 
Package A B C D E F G H I % clear and very clear: 80% 
Mean average: 2.2 
Score 2.4 2.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.3 3.0 2.3 1.8 
(Key: Very clear = 3, Clear = 2: Not at all clear = 1) 
2. Are you aware at all times where you are in the course? 
Total 
Package A B C D E F G H I % yes: 81% 
and sometimes 
Mean average: 2.4 
Score 2.8 3.0 2.3 2.3 1.8 2.8 3.0 2.3 2.2 
(Key: Yes = 3; Sometimes = 2; No = 1) 
3. If the package is modular, is it easy to move between modules? 
Total 
Package A B C D E F G H I % easy or 
very easy: 59% 
Mean average: 1.8 
Score 1.6 2.7 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.8 2.5 2.0 1.7 
(Key: Very easy = 3, Easy = 2, Not at all easy = 1) 
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Summary 
A. Purpose and structure 
1. Taking a mean average of 2.0 and below to indicate inadequate, tutors 
considered that all but one of the packages were satisfactory in their layout 
and structure. 
2. Tutors were equally satisfied with all but one package as regards orientation 
within the package. 
3. However, where packages were perceived to be modular, six of the nine 
packages did not reach a satisfactory level with respect to easy movement 
between modules. 
4. Five of the nine packages were not considered satisfactory, in that they were 
not relevant for general information and library skills training. 
B. Interactivity 
5. Taking a mean average of below 1.5 to indicate unsatisfactory, tutors 
considered one package to be unsatisfactory with regard to the degree of 
motivation provided. 
6. One package was unsatisfactory with regard to explanations being supplied 
in answer to questions. 
7. If a mean average of 2.0 is imposed, five packages presented error messages 
which did not clarify the problem. 
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8. Imposing an average of 1.5, in two, packages did not reinforce learning on 
a consistent basis throughout the course. 
C. User-friendliness 
9. Taking an average of 2.0 and above to indicate a satisfactory level, three 
packages did not meet this level from the viewpoint of being enjoyable to 
use. 
10. The use of colours and graphics was pleasing in only three cases, according 
to tutors. 
11. No packages were considered to be acceptable to the five user groups. 
D. Overall quality 
12. Taking an average of 3.0 which indicated a `fair' average, four packages 
failed to reach that level in relation to content of the package. One package 
reached a `good' standard, four a `fair' to `good' standard and four a `poor' 
to `fair' standard. 
13. In relation to design, and again using 3.0 again as a benchmark, four of the 
nine packages did not reach that level. 
14. The total mean scores below show the packages with the highest scores: 
F Effective Presentations 
B Understanding WP for Windows 
G Peter Harrison Excel 
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PACKAGE GFAEIC I) 
SCORE 32. E 31.4 30.7 28.3 26.1 24.2 23.6 23.1 22.4 
4.5.3 Results - Comments 
There were 79 comments attached to these questionnaires under the four main sections of 
the questionnaire: 
A. Purpose and structure 
(i) Training 
'Lots of exercises and scoring, but not much training. ' 
(ii) Navigation 
'No way to go to previous screen. ' 
'Can't go back to previous screen. ' 
(iii) Flexibility 
'As a beginner you have to follow this course in the proper order. 
However, an experienced user can dip in and learn something new. ' 
(iv) Patronising 
'I'm always suspicious of packages that ask for my name 
patronising. ' 
(v) Technical 
'Far too much text. ' 
'Structure and layout awful. ' 
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(vi) Structure 
`Structure seems quite logical. ' 
(vii) Excitement/motivation 
`Not very exciting. ' 
B. Interactivity 
(i} Testing 
`Liked the quizzes. ' 
`Useful pre-test. ' 
(ii) Control 
`User has total control. ' 
`Impossible to het out of until the end. ' 
(iii) General 
`Not enough interaction. ' 
j Interaction] often confined to pressing a key. ' 
`Keeps you interested. ' 
C. User-friendliness 
(i) Bias 
`U. S. bias. ' 
(ii) Not current 
'PC rather than Windows. ' 
`Dated. ' 
(iii) Tone 
`Too much jargon. ' 
`It does strike a personal note. ' 
109 
(iv) Technical 
`No menu bar. ' 
`No continuity. ' 
`No HELP. ' 
`Not enough graphics. ' 
`Slowness detracted from the package. ' 
Il. Overall 
`Fairly simple, but effective. ' 
`Sexist language. ' 
`No clear instructions. ' 
`It would have been useful if my route through the package was 
directed. ' 
`Questions were all on concepts, not useful techniques. ' 
Summary 
1. Comments on the purpose and structure of the packages were, for the most 
part, negative, and concerned mainly with technical problems, e. g., `far too 
much text', which could be corrected. 
2. Tutors found a general absence of quality interaction to be a negative aspect 
of the packages, although certain features (e. g., pre-tests and quizzes) were 
welcomed. 
3. Tutors liked packages with a personal approach, but disliked too much 
jargon, lack of help, not enough graphics, and a U. S. bias. 
4. The comments on the overall quality of the packages indicated that tutors 
liked simple, effective packages which had clear instructions and directions 
containing no sexist language. 
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4.5.4 Overall Conclusions 
1. The evaluators were positive about the layout and structure of the packages 
and about the level of user orientation. However, where the package was 
modular, evaluators were unhappy concerning the ease of movement between 
modules. They also felt that packages were not all suited to the teaching of 
information and library skills. 
2. Evaluators were happy about the degree of motivation and the explanations 
provided in answer to questions, but less happy with the quality of the error 
messages. 
3. The user-friendliness of the packages was judged to be satisfactory because 
the experience was enjoyable. However, the use of colour and graphics was 
thought generally unsatisfactory: no package was appropriate for all five 
groups of potential users. 
4. Overall, packages were `fair' with regard to content. 
5. Again packages were regarded as `fair' in their presentation and overall 
design features. 
6. Comments highlighted negative aspects of the packages. However, many 
were technical problems which could be corrected. Flaws were not found 
with the authority of the information provided. 
7. A further analysis of the questionnaire results revealed that, while the 
questions allowed evaluators to focus on an issue (e. g., interactivity), the 
resulting score gives a limited insight into the degree of satisfaction with the 
issue. Out of a total of 117 answers, 64 showed a full range of scores. 
These 64 were not confined to a particular area of the questionnaire, but 
were found throughout. This implies that evaluation is an action of a 
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particular individual with their own needs and personal preferences. As the 
evaluations were not signed it was not possible to check the signed returns to 
find 'low' and 'high' markers. 
4.6 Mail - Tutors - November 1994 
A decision was then made to seek evaluations using a mail system to avoid the expense 
and time limitations associated with evaluations being undertaken at workshops. Control 
was placed purely in the hands of the evaluators. They could evaluate the package at 
their convenience in the same way that a distance learner would undertake to learn the 
subject. 
Twelve evaluations were completed by six evaluators, all of different packages. The 
evaluation form was broader in scope than the previous ones to reflect the new evaluation 
context (see Appendix IV) to include supplier, price, equipment required). The 
evaluators were ILS tutors in British universities. 
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4.6.1 Packages 
The 12 packages were: 
TITLE MEDIA 
USED 
NO. 
A Electronic Mail Video 1 
B Stepping through Word 2.0 for Windows Disk/Text 1 
C Peter Harrison MS Word for Windows Disk/Text 1 
D Peter Harrison MS Excel for Windows Disk/Text 1 
E Peter Harrison MS Windows Disk/Text 1 
F Planning Your Work Disk 1 
G Professor P. C. Disk/Text 1 
H Thinking Positively Disk 1 
I EndNote Disk/Text 1 
J Pagemaker 5.0 Hints, Secrets Video/Disk 1 
K Idealist for Windows Tutorial Disk/Text 1 
L Speed Reader Disk/Text 1 
The packages break down in content: 
A. Word-processing 
B, C, J 
B. Spreadsheets 
D 
C. Other skills 
A, F, G, H, I, L, E, K 
The packages break down in media used: 
A. Video 
A 
B. Video/Disk 
J 
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C. Disk 
F, H 
Evaluators 
D. Disk/Text 
B, C, D, E, G, I, K, L 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L 
Evaluator CH DB CH CH SF DB DB DB CB JN CB PR 
1 tutor evaluated 4 packages 
1 tutor evaluated 3 packages 
1 tutor evaluated 2 packages 
3 tutors evaluated 1 package 
4.6.2 Results - Questionnaire 
A. Purpose and structure 
JKL 11 
3 JN CB PRJJ 
1. Is the package totally self-sufficient and complete for the subject? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 Yes: 67% 
No: 33% 
Mean average: 1.7 
(ncy: 1 cS = L, 1YU = I) 
114 
2. Are the sequence and structure logical? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 Yes: 83% 
No: 17% 
Mean average: 1.8 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
3. Is the structure modular? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L 
Answer N Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y N/A N Y 
Mmy: Yes=2; No = 1) 
4. Is there access by mouse? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L 
Answer N/A N Y Y Y N Y N Y N/A Y N 
5. Is there access by menus? 
Package A B c D E F G H I J K L 
Answer N/A N N/A N N/A Y Y Y Y N/A Y Y 
6. Is there movement forwards and backwards and between modules? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 Yes: 92% 
No: 11% 
Mean average: 1.9 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
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7. Is it possible to leave the package before completion? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 Yes: 92% 
No: 11% 
Mean average: 1.9 
ey: Yes = No = 
8. Is it possible to return to the package at the place where you left off? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 Yes: 83% 
No: 17% 
Mean average: 1.8 
(Key: Yes = No = 
9a. Is the package relevant to the needs of LIS teaching? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 Yes: 42% 
No: 58% 
Mean average: 1.4 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
9b. Is the package relevant to the needs of general information and library 
skills training? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 Yes: 75% 
No: 25% 
Mean average: 1.8 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
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B. Interactivity and assessment 
1. Is there sufficient interactivity to keep the user motivated? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 Yes: 58% 
No: 33% 
N/A: 9% 
Mean average: 1.6 
Matey: Yes=Z; NO=1) 
2. Is learning reinforced? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 Yes: 58% 
No: 33% 
N/A: 9% 
Mean average: 1.6 
ýney: x es = L; iN0 = 1) 
3. Are explanations given for answers to questions? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A N/A 2 N/A 2 1 2 1 N/A 1 1 Yes: 25% 
No: 42% 
N/A: 33% 
Mean average: 
1.4 
(Key: Yes = L; No = 1) 
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4. Do error messages clarify the problem? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A N/A N/A 1 2 2 2 1 N/A 1 1 Yes: 25% 
No: 42% 
N/A: 33% 
Mean av: 1.4 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
5. Is there a pre-learning assessment/test? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 No: 91% 
N/A: 9% 
Mean av: 1.0 
(Key: Yes = L; No = 1) 
6. Is there a post-learning assessment/test? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 Yes: 25% 
No: 66% 
N/A: 9% 
Mean av: 1.3 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
7a. Are the case studies/examples/simulations relevant to LIS teaching? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 2 N/A 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Yes: 9% 
No: 82% 
N/A: 9% 
Mean av: 1.1 
(Key: Yes = 2; 1N0 = 1) 
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7b. Does it matter for this topic? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score I N/A 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 Yes: 9% 
No: 82% 
N/A: 9% 
Mean av: 1.9 
(Key: Yes= i; INO = L) 
C. User-friendliness 
1. Is the package enjoyable? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 Yes: 66% 
No: 25% 
N/A: 9% 
Mean av: 1.6 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
2. Is the installation procedure simple? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 2 N/A 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 N/A 2 2 Yes: 75% 
No: 9% 
N/A: 16% 
Mean ave: 1.9 
(Key: Yes = z; AO = 1) 
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3. Are the start-up and close down procedures simple? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 2 N/A 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 N/A 2 2 Yes: 75% 
No: 9% 
N/A: 16% 
Mean ave: 1.9 
Key` Yes = 2; No = 1) 
4. Is there a glossary of terms? 
Package A B C D E F G H J J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 N/A 2 1 Yes: 25% 
No: 58% 
N/A: 17% 
Mean ave: 1.3 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
5. Are the response times reasonable? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score N/A N/A 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 N/A 2 2 Yes: 75% 
No: 0% 
N/A: 25% 
Mean ave: 2.0 
(Key: Yes = L; NO = 1) 
6. Is there access to help or explanations? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 N/A 2 1 Yes: 33% 
No: 50% 
N/A: 17% 
Mean ave: 1.2 
K Yes="l; No= 1) 
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7. Are the language, tone and level appropriate to the expected students? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/ 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 Yes: 67% 
A No: 25% 
N/A: 8% 
Mean ave: 1.7 
(Key: Yes = L; No = 1) 
8a. Does the user feel in control or controlled? 
Packa 
ge 
A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 Ni 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 N/A 2 2 In control: 67% 
A Controlled: 17% 
N/A: 16% 
Mean ave: 1.8 
(Key: In control = G; Lontrollea = 1) 
8b. Will the user feel disoriented when using the system? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J K L Total 
Score 1 N/A 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 N/A 2 2 Yes: 75% 
No: 9% 
N/A: 16% 
Mean ave: 1.9 
(Key: Yes = 1; NO = L) 
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D. Written support materials (8 packages) 
1. Is the installation of the package adequately explained? 
Package B C D E G I K L Total 
Score 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 Yes: 88% 
No: 12% 
Mean score: 1.9 
(xey: Yes = z; INO = 1) 
2. Is the use of peripherals and other devices adequately explained? 
Package B C D E G I K L Total 
Score 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 Yes: 88% 
No: 12% 
Mean score: 1.9 
(Key: Yes = Z; No = 1) 
3. Are the learning objectives of the course defined? 
Package B C D E G I K L Total 
Score 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 Yes: 50% 
No: 50% 
Mean score: 1.5 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
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4. Are the contents and possible or recommended routes of the program 
explained? 
Package B C D E G I K L Total 
Score 2 1 2 2 2 N/A 1 2 Yes: 63% 
No: 24% 
N/A: 13% 
Mean score: 1.7 
ki1Gy. I=(., 1VV - A) 
5. Is the documentation totally self-sufficient? 
Package B C D E G I K L Total 
Score 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 Yes: 75% 
No: 25% 
Mean score: 
1.8 
iILey: I es = L; 1u= 1) 
6. If not, what is missing? 
K refers to a brochure 
L assume student pack is different package? 
7. Does the documentation need tutor support? 
Package B C D E G I K L Total 
Score 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 Yes: 38% 
No: 63% 
Mean score: 1.4 
kr ey: a cJ = G, 1-4v = 1) 
8. If so, what is needed? 
C Explanation of format 
0 Detailed explanation 
I Not a learning package 
L Needs better written tutorial 
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Summary 
For the purpose of the mail questionnaire there was a change to the rating system. 
A. Purpose and structure 
1. If the mean average of below 1.5 indicates unsatisfactory, tutors were satisfied with 
regard to self-sufficiency and the logic of sequence and structure. There was also seen 
to be easy movement, forwards and backwards and between modules. It was possible 
to quit the package before completion and to return to the place where the user left off. 
2. Packages were more relevant to the needs of general information and library skills 
training than to the needs of LIS teaching. 
B. Interactivity and assessment 
1. Evaluators decided by a small margin that packages were sufficiently interactive to 
keep the user motivated and that learning was sufficiently well reinforced. 
2. There was less satisfaction with the explanations given for answers to questions and 
the quality of error messages. 
3. There was an almost total lack of pre- or post-learning tests. 
4. While the case studies (examples/simulations) were not directly related to LIS 
teaching, 82% of the answers indicated that this did not matter for the topic. 
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C. User-friendliness 
1. Evaluators found installation procedures very satisfactory, but were less 
positive about how enjoyable packages were to use. 
2. Response times were highly satisfactory, as were start-up-close-down 
procedures, the degree of control felt by the user and a lack of disorientation 
when using the system. The presence of appropriate language, tone and 
level of material was also satisfactory. 
3. Packages usually had no glossary of terms, and were deficient in help 
features and explanations. 
Written support material 
Of the eight packages with written support materials, all features were to a satisfactory 
level except in terms of the total self-sufficiency of the package. Therefore, although 
the documentation itself accompanying the package was self-sufficient, tutors still felt 
therefore that tutor support was necessary. 
E. Overall 
Taking 3.0, or `Fair', as a benchmark for overall `value for money' meant that two 
packages were not acceptable. In relation to overall design and overall content, there 
were similar scores. 
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4.6.3 Results - Comments 
Each evaluation received a comment and/or recommendation varying from 3 to 15 
lines. These comments are detailed, pertain to the individual package, and reflect the 
personal views of the evaluator. They contain points which reflect the use of media, 
the program and the evaluation process. A precis of each is noted below. 
A. This is not a training video, but more likely designed to `sell' the system to 
management, as it contains interviews with users, e. g. a senior executive 
with BT Gold, and how they utilise email. The result is boring, in general, 
and too technical. 
B. This is not a package, but a disk which contains examples to support the 
structured instructions in the printed workbooks. 
C. Good package for independent learning or reference. A real learning 
package with good points (e. g. contents) and bad ones (e. g., lack of 
introductory explanation about format). 
D. `A very good self-instructional package. ' It was well-planned with clear 
instructions, use of screen dumps which acted as a check for the learner, and 
an excellent mixture of tutorial reference and test exercises. 
E. `A nice, clearly laid-out package suitable for the absolute novice. ' Because 
it is for the novice, the tutor evaluating this would divide the package into 
smaller segments, but still thought the package to be well put together and 
giving a thorough introduction to Windows. 
F. This package was mainly of interest to students in management and/or self- 
development. 
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G. This package was not considered to be outstanding in its field as some concepts 
were barely explained, some were wrongly explained and some 'plain wrong'. 
However, the package was 'invitingly superficial'. 
H. 'An interesting package', but there was room for differences of opinion; it was 
too prescriptive and didactic. 
I. This package was not considered to be a tutorial at all, therefore many of the 
criteria did not apply. The explanations were often poor, and assumed a level 
of knowledge not found amongst many users. 
J. The tutor considered that a book format would be more appropriate for this 
topic, although video would be ideal for an introduction. 
K. The tutor considered the package to be a useful teaching tool, but the support (in 
the form of a written brochure and the quality of the 'matching' between files 
and written documentation) needed attention. 
L. Although there were some reservations, the evaluator considered this to be a 
' simple, clear, straightforward package'. The over-large packaging gave the 
impression that the purchaser was getting good value for money. 
Summary 
Evaluators were concerned with the total package, rather than individual features. Their 
main comments centred round the total structure, approach, content, use and viability, 
and were generally positive. 
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4.6.4 Overall Conclusions 
1. Evaluators were satisfied with all aspects - both purpose and structure. 
However, they considered that the packages were more suited to general 
information and library skills training. 
2. On the issue of interactivity and assessment, packages were less satisfactory, 
and there was a lack of pre- and post-tests. Case studies used in the packages 
did not pertain to LIS teaching, but evaluators felt it did not matter to the topic. 
3. Packages were user-friendly in many aspects, but evaluators found that they 
were not always enjoyable to use, and there was a lack of help features and 
explanations, along with few glossaries. 
4. There was good written support, but this did not mean that there was no need 
for a tutor to be present. 
5. Most packages received a 'fair' result on the issue of 'overall quality'. 
4.7 Loughborough - Graduate Students - March 1995 
Fourteen postgraduate students completed 42 evaluations of packages. These evaluations 
were carried out under laboratory conditions at the Department of Information and 
Library Studies. The students completed the background questionnaire beforehand. All 
were Department of Information and Library Studies students. 
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4.7.1 Results - Student background 
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN/MOTHER TONGUE 
UK Other English Other 
13 1 13 1 
AGE GROUP 
18-24 25-40 41-56 57+ 
11 300 
PACKAGES USED 
W/P Word Excel M/Soft Various 
Windows 
13 7 12 1 25 
SYSTEMS USED 
DOS Windows Mac Unix Various 
12 11 11 11 
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FREQUENCY OF USE 
Every Every 2-3 Once a Once a Less 
Day days week month 
86000 
COMFORT LEVEL 
Very Comfortable Fairly Not Uncomfortable 
comfortable 
56300 
Summary 
This background questionnaire showed a homogeneous group of comparable age and 
level of computer experience. The students had used an average of 4.1 packages and 
were each familiar with more than two systems. 
Five were very comfortable in using a computer, six were comfortable and three were 
fairly comfortable. These results might be expected, since the students used the 
computer so frequently. 
4.7.2 Packages 
The 42 evaluations were shared between nine packages. 
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TITLE MEDIA TIMES 
EVALUATED 
A Effective Presentations Disk 10 
B Teach Me dBase 4 Simulation 7 
C Managing Your Time Effectively Disk 6 
D Planning Your Work Disk 1 
E Project Management Disk/Text 4 
F Speedreader Disk 2 
G Teach Yourself Speedreading Disk 6 
H Thinking Positively Disk 3 
I WordPerfect 3 
The breakdown of the packages, in terms of coverage, was: 
A. Word-processing B. Spreadsheets 
IB 
C. Other skills 
A, C, D, E, F, G, H 
Comment 
The emphasis in the packages available has moved from word-processing and 
spreadsheets to other skills, in this case management skills and speedreading. 
The breakdown by media used is: 
A. Disk B. Disk/Text 
A, C, D, F, G, H, I E 
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C. Simulation 
B 
Comment 
The emphasis has moved away from simulation to more disk only packages. 
4.7.3 Results - Questionnaire 
This was the same questionnaire as had been used at Edinburgh with tutors. It was the 
first time it had been used by students. 
Results - Questionnaire 
A Purpose and structure 
1. How clear is the layout and structure of the course? 
Package JA IB IC ID JE IF IG IH 11 1 Total 
Mean % clear and very 
score 3.0 2.4 2.5 2.0 1.8 1.5 2.2 3.0 2.3 clear: 86% 
Mean verage: 2.4 
(Key: 
Very clear = 3; Clear = 2; Not at all clear =1) 
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2. Are you aware at all times where you are in the course? 
Package A B C D E F G H I Total 
Mean 2.5 2.4 2.7 3.0 1.8 3.0 2.3 3.0 2.3 % yes and 
score sometimes: 88% 
Mean ave: 2.4 
(Key: Yes = 3; Sometimes = 2; No = 1) 
3. If the package is modular is it easy to move between modules? 
Package A B C D E F G H I Total 
Mean 2.4 2.9 2.2 2.0 1.3 1.5 1.5 2.7 2.7 % easy or 
score very easy: 81 % 
Mean ave: 2.3 
(Key: Very easy = 3; Easy = 2; Not at all easy = 1) 
4. Do you feel that this package is relevant for general information and library skills 
training? 
Package A B C D E F G H I Total 
Mean 2.3 2.1 2.3 - 1.3 2.5 2.0 2.3 2.3 % relevant or very 
score relevant: 83% 
Mean ave: 2.1 
(Key: Very relevant = 3; Relevant = 2; Not at all relevant = 1) 
B. Interactivity 
5. Is there sufficient activity to keep the user motivated? 
Package A B C D E F G H I Total 
Mean 1.8 1.6 1.8 - 1.3 2.0 1.7 2.0 2.0 % yes 74% 
score 
Mean ave: 1.8 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
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6. Are explanations given for answers to questions? 
Package A B C D E F G H I Total 
Mean 1.8 1.6 1.8 2.0 1.0 1.5 1.3 2.0 2.0 % yes: 62% 
score 
Mean ave: 1.6 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
7. Do error messages clarify the problem? 
Package A B C D E F G H I Total 
Mean 2.4 1.9 2.2 1.0 1.8 1.0 1.5 3.0 2.0 % yes or 
score sometimes: 74% 
Mean ave: 2.0 
(Key: Yes = 3; Sometimes = 2; No = 1) 
S. Is learning reinforced throughout the course? 
Package A B C D E F G H I Total 
Mean 
score 
2.0 1.9 2.0 1.0 1.8 1.5 1.2 2.0 2.0 % yes: 79% 
Mean ave: 1.8 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
C. User-friendliness 
9. Is the package enjoyable to use? 
Package A B C D E F G H I Total 
Mean 2.5 1.6 2.3 1.0 1.5 2.5 1.8 2.7 2.3 % very 
score enjoyable and 
enjoyable: 79% 
Mean average: 2.1 
(Key: Very enjoyable = 3; Enjoyable = 2; No = 1) 
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Summary 
A. Purpose and structure 
1. Taking an average of below 2.0 to indicate inadequate, students considered 
that all but two of the packages were satisfactory in their layout and 
structure. 
2. Students were equally satisfied with all but one package with regard to 
orientation within the package. 
3. However, where the package was perceived to be modular, i. e. in all nine 
cases, three packages did not reach a satisfactory level with respect to the 
ease of movement between modules. 
4. Only one of the eight packages evaluated was not considered satisfactory in 
that the package was not relevant to general information and library skills 
training. 
s. Interactivity 
5. Taking an average of below 1.5 to indicate inadequate, only one of eight 
packages evaluated was considered to be unsatisfactory with regard to the 
level of motivation provided. 
6. Two packages were unsatisfactory with regard to the explanations supplied 
in answer to questions. 
7. If an average of 2.0, or `sometimes', is required to indicate satisfactory, five 
packages were unsatisfactory in that error messages did not clarify the 
problem. 
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8. Learning was not reinforced throughout the course in two packages. 
C. User-friendliness 
9. Taking an average of 2.0 and above to indicate a satisfactory level, four 
packages did not meet this level from the aspect of being enjoyable to use. 
10. The use of colours and graphics was considered to be pleasing in all but four 
packages. 
11. One package was acceptable to all five user groups. 
D. Overall quality 
12. Taking an average of 3.0 and above to indicate satisfactory with regard to 
content, none of the packages fell below this level. None were `Poor': all fell 
within the range of `Fair' and `God'. 
13. In relation to the design of the package, taking 3.0 and above to indicate 
satisfactory, two packages fell below this level although one package was rated 
as "Good' bordering on "Very good' and six were thought to be `Fair'. 
The total mean scores below show that the packages with the highest mean score 
were: 
A, Effective Presentations; C, Managing your time effectively; H, Thinking 
positively; I, Wordperfect. 
Package H A I C B F G E E 
Score 36.8 35.3 31.2 30.5 28.1 28.0 26.9 24.1 23.0 
I J7 
4.7.4 Results - Comments 
There were 43 comments attached to these questionnaires: They could be divided into 
four groups: 
A Purpose and structure 
B Interactivity 
C User - friendliness 
D Overall 
A. Purpose and structure 
(i) Motivation 
`There is no guidence..... it's up to you to motivate yourself and improve'. 
`No real help on the screen, it costantly refers you to the manual. ' 
(ii) Clarity 
`Confusing, it is virtually impossible to follow the package. ' 
`Instructions are not clear - annoying, patronising comments, e. g. 'I'm afraid 
not, Andrew. ' YUK 
(iii) Structure 
`Confusing, non-fussy, good, logical, well structured. ' 
`Excellent structure - not too much information presented at one time. ' 
`Good use of graphics. Interesting content. ' 
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C. User-Friendliness 
(i) Tedious 
`Too much reviewing and reiteration of information becomes 
slightly tedious. ' 
(ii) Enjoyable 
`This was fun with a capital F. However, you never felt as if you 
have achieved anything as you are not told what is/is not a good 
score. ' 
`Enjoyable, personal choice items and quick to use. ' 
`Good presentation - not having to constantly press space bar to 
move between options. Allows you choice. ' 
(iii) Jargon 
`Uses a fair amount of terminology which makes it sound 
complicated. ' 
`The initial option A seemed more complex than the others - it 
used more jargon. ' 
D. Overall 
(i) Computer experience 
`Instructions too basic for anyone who has used a computer before. ' 
`Structure is good, though basic Windows familiarity assumed. ' 
`Language tone and level more appropriate for infant school - far 
too basic for anyone with computer experience. ' 
(ii) Applicability 
`... assumed I was a man, one picture had a man with a suit and tie 
with my name underneath. ' 
`Not user-friendly for the above groups (Q. 11). ' 
`Fairly relevant for dissertation research but not really for taught 
courses. ' 
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(iii) Technical 
`I found the purple background very uncomfortable. Perhaps some 
use of graphics would have helped. ' 
`Sometimes there is a cluttered screen and too much information. ' 
Summary 
Comments were often quite lengthy and did not stick to one individual point. 
There was a good balance of positive and negative points, both in each 
individual comment and between the total comments. Students knew what 
they liked and what they did not like. Some comments sounded as if the 
evaluator had written them as they progressed through the package. For 
example: 
`Found it difficult to get past the instructions/course 
contents part and into some real work/learning, i. e., 
exercises. Had to ask for help - little or no explanation 
given for incorrect answers - in this respect it compares 
unfavourably with `Thinking Positively'. Package was 
fairly useful and enjoyable once I managed to get past 
the instructions/course contents part. As a practical skill 
I'm not sure how well it can be learned as a structured 
program. ' 
2. In general, students liked packages which taught the subject via a well- 
structured, easy-to-follow program using good motivation and support 
techniques and avoiding the use of repetitive measures, jargon and sexist 
language. They felt that the developer of the program must know the level 
of computer experience of the student before producing the package. 
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4.7.5 Overall conclusion 
1. Students were positive about the layout and structure of the packages, about 
the orientation of the student within the package and the relevance of the 
packages to ILS training. Students were not so positive with regard to the 
degree of mobility within the package (where it was modular in construction). 
2. Students were satisfied with the degree of interactivity supplied, the 
motivation provided, explanations in answer to questions, and reinforcement 
of learning, but not happy with the quality of error messages. 
3. The use of colour and graphics fell below expectations to produce a less than 
positive attitude to packages in this respect, as did the assessment of the 
packages in terms of its being an enjoyable way to learn. Students felt that the 
package was not suitable for use by a diverse group of users 
4. Students were more positive about the packages as a way to learn in relation to 
content, rather than design. 
5. Comments indicated a fairly positive attitude to packages. The students 
appeared to be interested in, and alert to, this type of learning experience. 
6. Students in this group had a wide exposure to computers and used them 
frequently. Nearly 80% of them considered themselves to be at least 
`comfortable' in using computers. 
7. The emphasis for these evaluations is on disk-only packages, 80% being 
packages of this sort. 
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4.8 Loughborough - Undergraduate Students - March 1995 
Nineteen undergraduate students completed 57 evaluations of ten packages. 
These were carried out in the laboratory at the Department of Information and 
Library Studies. Students completed a background questionnaire; all were 
Department of Information and Library Studies students. 
4.8.1 Results - Student background 
GENDER 
Male Female Total 
8 11 19 
YEAR OF STUDY 
Ist 2nd 3rd 4th Total 
3 6 5 5 19 
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN/MOTHER TONGUE 
UK. Other English Other 
19 0 19 0 
AGE GROUP 
18-24 25-40 41-56 57+ 
16 3 0 0 
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PACKAGES USED 
W/P Word Excel MISoft Various 
works 
14 14 18 1 57 
SYSTEMS USED 
DOS Windows Mac Unix Various 
15 19 17 23 
FREQUENCY OF USE 
Every Every 2-3 Once a Once a Less 
day days week month 
15 3100 
COMFORT LEVEL 
Very Comfortable Fairly Not Uncomfortable 
comfortable 
11 6200 
Summary 
This is a homogeneous group of students, fairly equally divided between male and 
female and the years of study. All had English as their first language, and sixteen of 
students were between 18-24 years. The students were skilled in the use of 
computers, eighteen claiming that they used a computer at least every 2-3 days, and 
seventeen felt at least comfortable when using the computer. Students were 
conversant with DOS and Windows and with word-processing (W/P and Word) and 
spreadsheets, (Excel) plus a variety of other packages. 
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4.8.2 Packages 
The 57 evaluations were divided between 10 packages as follows: 
TITLE MEDIA TIMES 
EVALUATED 
A Professor PC Simulation 6 
B Project Management Disk/Text 5 
C Managing your time Effectively Disk 6 
D Teach Yourself Speed Reading Disk 4 
E Thinking Positively Disk 6 
F Effective Presentations Disk 6 
G Lotus 1-2-3 Disk 6 
H Speedreader Disk/Text 6 
I Planning Your Work Disk 6 
J Teach Me dBase Simulation 6 
In terms of content, the packages break down as follows: 
A. Spreadsheets 
G, J 
B. Other 
A, B, C, D, E, F, 
I 
In terms of media used: 
A. Disk/Text 
B, H 
B. Disk 
C, D, E, F, G, I 
C. Simulation 
A, J 
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Comment 
The content of the packages had by now moved further away from word-processing and spreadsheet 
to include skills relating to management and administration. Only three of the ten packages (i. e., A. 
Professor PC; G. Lotus 1-2-3, and J. Teach Me dBase) related to computer skills. 
4.8.3 Results - Questionnaire 
A. Purpose and structure 
1. Is the layout and the structure of the course: 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 2.3 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.7 2.7 2.5 2.3 2.3 1.8 % clear and very 
score clear 
95% 
Mean ave2.3 
(Key: Very clear = 3; Clear = 2; Not at all clear = 1) 
2. Are you aware at all times where you are in the course? 
Package A B C D E F G H I 3 Total 
Mean 2.3 2.2 2.7 1.8 2.5 2.7 2. 2.3 2.3 % 
score 7 2. yes and 
7 sometimes 91 % 
Mean ave: 2.5 
(Key: Yes = 3; Sometimes = 2; No = 1) 
3. If the package is modular is it easy to move between modules? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 2.5 2.0 2.2 1.5 1.8 2.7 2.2 2.2 2.0 1.8 % 
score easy or very 
easy 74% 
Mean ave 2.1 
(Key: Very easy = 3; Easy = 2; Not at all easy = 1) 
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4. Do you feel that this package is relevant for general information and library skills 
training? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 2.3 1.8 2.0 1.8 1.8 2.3 2.0 2.3 1.6 2.2 % relevant 
score or very 
relevant 8117, 
Mean ave 2.0 
(Key: Very relevant = 3; Relevant = 2; Not relevant = 1) 
B. Interactivity 
5. Is there sufficient activity to keep the user motivated? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.5 1.2 1.8 1.8 % yes: 72% 
score 
Mean ave 1.7 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
6. Are explanations given for answers to questions? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 1.8 2.0 1.5 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.5 1.2 1.8 1.8 % yes: 68% 
score 
Mean ave 
1.7 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
7. Do error messages clarify the problem? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 2.7 2.6 2.0 1.5 1.7 1.8 2.7 1.8 2.3 2.2 % yes 
score or 
sometimes: 
70% 
Mean ave: 
2.2 
(Key: Yes = 3; Sometimes = 2; No = 1) 
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8. Is learning reinforced throughout the course? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 1.8 2.0 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.0 1.8 2.0 1.8 2.0 % yes: 86% 
score 
Mean ave: 
1.9 
(Key: Yes = 2; No = 1) 
C. User-friendliness 
9. Is the package enjoyable to use? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 1.7 2.0 1.7 1.5 2.2 2.3 2.2 1.0 1.8 1.5 % enjoyable or very 
score enjoyable: 80% 
Mean average: 1.9 
(Key: Very enjoyable = 3: Enjoyable = 2; Not at all enjoyable = 1) 
10. Are the use of colour and graphics pleasing? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.8 2.2 2.3 1.7 2.0 2.2 1.3 % pleasing 
score or very 
pleasing: 
65% 
Mean ave 
1.8 
(Key: Very pleasing = 3; Pleasing = 2; Not particularly = 1) 
11. Is the language, tone and level appropriate to: 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean score 1.0 1.6 2.7 2.0 2.7 3.5 3.2 3.7 3.3 4.0 % chose 
5: 35% 
Mean 
ave3.1 
(Key: 5- all groups 4=4 groups 3=3 groups 2=2 groups 1-1 group 
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D. Overall quality 
12. How do you rate the package in terms of its content? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean 3.3 3.6 3.7 3.3 3.7 4.0 3.7 3.6 4.0 3.5 % very 
score good 
or 
aood: 54 
%a 
Mean 
average: 
3.6 
(Key: Very good = 5; Good = 4; Fair = 3; Poor = 2; Very poor = 1) 
13. How do you rate the overall design of the package taking into account such factors as 
colour, text, pace, etc.? 
Package A B C D E F G H I J Total 
Mean score 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.3 3.7 4.0 3.3 2.8 3.7 3.2 % good 
or very good: 46% 
Mean average: 3.5 
(Key: Very good = 5; Good = 4; Fair = 3; Poor = 2; Very poor = 1) 
Summary 
A. Purpose and structure 
1. Taking an average of below 2.0 to indicate inadequate, students considered that, in all but 
one case, packages were satisfactory with regard to the layout and structure of the 
course. 
2. Students were equally satisfied, except for one package, with regard to orientation within 
the package. 
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3. Where the package was percieved to be modular (i. e. in all ten cases), three 
packages did not reach a satisfactory level in terms of the mobility of the user 
within the package. 
4. Four of the ten packages were not considered to be satisfactory, in that the 
package was not relevant for general ILS training. 
Interactivity 
5. Taking an average of below 1.5 to indicate inadequate, only one of the 
packages was considered to be unsatisfactory with regard to the degree of 
motivation provided. 
6. One package was unsatisfactory with regard to the explanations supplied in 
answers to questions. 
7. If an average of below 2.0 indicates unsatisfactory, four packages were 
unsatisfactory, in that error messages did not clarify the problems. 
8. Learning was reinforced throughout the course in all packages. 
C User - friendliness 
9. Taking a mean average of above 2.0 to indicate a satisfactory level, six 
packages were unsatisfactory with respect to the package being enjoyable to 
use. 
10. Using 2.0 again as a satisfactory level, the use of colour and graphics was 
considered to be pleasing in all but three packages. 
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D. Overall Quality 
12. Taking an average of 3.0 and above to indicate satisfactory, all packages did reach 
that level. One package was rated as `good', the rest between `Fair' and `Good'. 
This is in relation to content. 
13. In relation to design, and again using 3.0 as a benchmark, one package did not 
reach that level. One fell between `Poor' and `Fair'. The rest were either `Fair' or 
`Good'. 
14. The average total scores below show that the packages with the highest mean 
scores were: 
Package F I G E C J B A H D 
Score 33.9 31.3 31.0 30.6 29.7 29.4 29.0 28.7 28.4 26.1 
I. and E., Thinking Positively; F, Effective Presentations; G, Lotus 1-2-3,1, 
Planning your work. 
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4.8.4 Results - Comments 
There were 153 comments from these valuations under the four main headings: 
A. Purpose and Structure 
B. Interactivity 
C. User-friendliness 
D. Overall views 
A Purpose and structure 
(i) Navigation 
`Its easy to move between modules but there are a lot of instructions which can 
confuse you' 
`Seems well - structured, but can be confusing and difficult trying to move 
around the package. Content is slightly more appropriate for Information and 
Computing Students' 
`You can't move to another module from all places' 
(ii) Training 
`Presentations are something all undergraduates need help with. ' 
`This is a very useful package for all levels of student and staff 
(iii) Approach 
`I like the lighthearted approach. ' 
`Very business presentation oriented. ' 
`Boring! Everything moves to(o) slow and the information is of little use (so 
far). ' 
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Very American. ' 
(iv) Technical 
'Lots to read into - too much to take in. ' 
'Good idea - menu at bottom of screen so you know where you are 
and how to move somewhere else. ' 
Index - the user should be allowed to do this at any stage, but can't. 
(v) Book 
'There is little point in computerising this, it would be much better, and 
probably cheaper if it were produced as a book. ' 
B. Interactivity 
(i) Pace 
'Too fast, messages just flash on the screen not allowing reading. ' 
'User is concentrating on time taken for test and is less likely to take in facts. ' 
Tendency to tap keys before reading text. ' 
(ii) Language 
'Simple English is used. ' 
(iii) Approach 
'Use of personalised name is tacky and condescending. ' 
'Feels like a promotional rather than a learning package. ' 
'Computer uses your name in questions - good, more friendly. ' 
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(iii) Technical 
'There was no way to get out of practice exercises once you had started. ' 
Not enough on-screen help. ' 
C. User-friendliness 
(i) Music 
The music is good but ... 
it makes you feel rushed when you answer questions. ' 
No music - makes you feel relaxed and allows you to take the information in. ' 
(ii) Patronising 
Too patronising. ' 
'The comments made do not encourage you but seem to make you feel like a 
small child. ' 
(iii) Graphics 
Pictures are childish. ' 
'Brilliant, good use of graphics and sound which makes the package very 
attractive and very appealing to users. ' 
(iv) Structure 
Very boring interface and not always clear what is expected. ' 
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(v) Approach 
A bit too basic in the language and appreciation of the level of the 
user. ' 
'Can't go wrong - fool proof' 
'Feels like a primary school program. ' 
'With regard to a new user it could be quite frightening. ' 
(vi) Technical 
'Bookmarking for later session, good feature. ' 
'No guide as to how to escape back to menu. ' 
D. Overall 
(i) General 
'An overall good package, easy to use and follow -a good learning aid, if a little 
dated. ' 
'I only went through what is 1-2-3 and it was 34 pages -I might be daunted 
about going through something more something more complicated'. 
Good content, poorly presented. ' 
Fairly good but lots of reading involved. ' 
Good clear instruction and explains the reasons for its existence. 
Allows very active participation and involvement in exercises. ' 
(ii) Technical 
'Too many colours were used. ' 
'Different coloured boxes and text - good. ' 
'Good use of music/sound effects - helps with action. ' 
'There is sometimes a lot to read on one screen. ' 
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(iii) Approach 
'Whenever you get questions wrong it is patronising and sarcastic. ' 
'Not very appropriate to academic students. ' 
(ice) Book 
I would prefer book format - and I've grown up with computers. ' 
Summary 
Of all the groups, this one provided the most comments in terms of number 
(100% more than any other group) and the most varied. Most comments 
appeared to be spontaneous, in response to a new experience. The impression 
gained is that the students were interested and enthused, if not by individual 
packages, then by the idea of learning from a package. 
2. Comments on the purpose and structure of the packages were, on the whole, 
positive. The negative features which were mentioned were usually on 
technical aspects of the package, which could be rectified. 
3. Students expressed a variety of positive and negative comments on the issue of 
interactivity. On some topics (e. g., use by the package of the student's name), 
there were both positive and negative comments. Overall, positive comments 
slightly outweighed the negative ones. 
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4. Again, there was a range of a variety of positive and negative comments on the 
same topics in the user-friendliness section were mentioned. One reaction was 
clear - students disliked a patronising attitude, or any aspect of a programme 
that could be construed as `childish'. 
5. Overall, comments were positive. Most negative comments were constructive 
in that the offending aspect could be improved. 
4.8.5 Overall conclusions 
1. Students were positive about packages as a way to learn from the viewpoint of 
the layout and structure of the course and the orientation of the user within the 
package. They were less positive about the mobility of the user within the 
package, where it was modular, and the relevance of the package to general 
ILS training. 
2. Students were also positive about the amount of motivation provided by the 
packages, and the explanations given in answers to questions. They were less 
positive about the quality of error messages, but totally satisfied that learning 
was reinforced throughout the course. 
3. Students thought that the packages were enjoyable to use in many cases, but 
that they did not appeal to a wide range of user groups. They were more 
positive about the use of colour and graphics within the packages. 
4. The quality of content and design of the packages received positive scores. 
There were no scores at either the top or bottom of the scales. 
5. The comments were very mixed: negative comments on one aspect were 
balanced by positive comments on the same subject. Comments overall were 
more positive than negative. 
6. This group of students had already had a wide exposure to computers and used 
them frequently; 90% claimed to be at least comfortable in their use of 
computers. 
7. The emphasis in this evaluation was on disk-only packages dealing with 
management, administration and marketing skills. 
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4.9 Loughborough - Tutors - August 1995 
Fifty-six evaluations were completed at a CTI workshop held at Loughborough 
University. The questionnaire was identical to the one used in previous evaluations 
and was divided into four sections: 
4.9.1 Packages 
Fifteen packages were evaluated. 
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TITLE MEDIA TIMES 
EVALUATED 
A Project Management Disk/Text 3 
B Professor PC Simulation 6 
C Planning your work Disk 4 
D ITTI Mini tab Disk 4 
E Managing your time effectively Disk 5 
F Management Milestones Disk 1 
G Effective Presentations Disk 6 
H DOS Windows Disk 1 
I Aldus Persuasion Disk 1 
J Understanding your PC Disk 2 
K Understanding WordPerfect for Windows Disk 2 
L Thinking Positively Disk 3 
M Time Management Disk 4 
N Speedreader Disk/Text 5 
O Computer-Based presentations Disk 8 
In terms of content, the packages break down as follows: 
In terms of the media used: 
A. Simulation 
B 
C. Disk 
C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, 0 
B. Disk/Text 
A, N 
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Summary 
A. Purpose and structure 
1. Taking an average of below 2.0 to indicate inadequate, tutors considered that, 
in all but two cases, the packages were adequate with respect to layout and 
structure. 
2. Tutors considered that all 15 packages were adequate regarding orientation 
of the user at all times when following the package. 
3. Of the 12 packages which were considered to be modular, three were 
unsatisfactory from the viewpoint of mobility. 
4. Ten of 14 packages were not considered to be relevant to ILS training. 
B. Interactivity 
5. Taking an average of below 1.5 to indicate unsatisfactory, two packages were 
considered not to motivate sufficiently via interaction. 
6. Four packages did not give satisfaction with regard to the explanations in 
answer to questions. 
7. If an average of more than 2.0 is imposed, nine packages were not 
satisfactory with respect to clarification of problems by error messages. 
8. In five cases, learning was not reinforced throughout the course. 
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C. User-friendliness 
9. Taking an average of above 2.0 to indicate a satisfactory level, eight 
packages were found not to be enjoyable to use. 
10. Using the 2.0 average again, the use of colour and graphics was considered 
to be pleasing in seven of the 15 cases. 
11. Two packages were considered acceptable to all five user groups. 
D. Overall quality 
12. Taking an average of above 3.0 to indicate a satisfactory level, fourteen 
reached that level in relation to content of the package. Five packages 
reached a `Good standard'; two were rated `Fair' to `Good'. 
13. In relation to design, and again using 3.0 as a benchmark, four scores did not 
reach a satisfactory level. 
The average total mean scores below show the packages with the highest scores were: 
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G: Effective Presentations; H: DOS Windows; M: Time Management 
Package Mean Score 
H 35.0 
M 32.0 
G 29.8 
E 26.5 
L 25.6 
F 25.0 
D 24.8 
C 24.7 
B 24.7 
J 24.2 
A 23.4 
0 22.2 
K 21.0 
I 19.2 
N 19.2 
4.9.3 Results - Comments 
There were 70 comments attached to these questionnaires, and these were placed under the four main 
headings of the questionnaire: 
A. Purpose and structure 
Interactivity 
C. User-friendliness 
D. Overall, including 'Likes' and 'Dislikes 
A. Purpose and structure 
(i) Learning 
'I liked the concept of a pre-test and post-test so that I could see if I have learned anything. ' 
'Does not actually tell you how to do anything. ' 
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`No input by user at all so I don't see any benefits in buying a 
computer program. ' 
`No interactivity. ' 
`Quite fun to do. ' 
(ii) Training 
`Would be suitable for adult returners to study. ' 
`Useful for staff training. ' 
(iii) Pace 
`... gave too much information to take in. ' 
`Far too much information ... this is too much. ' 
(iv) Foreign 
`But don't like American spelling. ' 
(v) Patronising 
`Like this - well-structured - not patronising. ' 
B. Interactivity 
(ý) No flexibility 
`It is not possible to move between sections without having fully 
completed the previous section. ' 
`Not possible to by-pass sections. ' 
(ii) No interactivity 
`Too much reading, student would lose interest. ' 
`Some user input required. ' 
`This just starts up and runs of its own accord. ' 
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`There is no interactivity. The opportunity for the user to try some effects 
would be useful. ' 
(iii) Reinforcement 
`More explanation and reinforcement needed. 
(iv) Help 
`Like the helpful hints. ' 
`Slow on help. ' 
(v) Level 
`Questions level -a bit low. ' 
C. User-friendliness 
(i) Technical 
`Several irritating 
glitches. 
' 
`I found it slow to respond which held me back. ' 
`Screen layouts a bit confusing. ' 
`Could have more graphics. ' 
`Rather lacking in sparkle - but quite effective. ' 
(ii) Suitability 
`Useful for adult returners to study introduction to computer 
studies. ' 
`Didn't like it! ' 
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(iii) Familiarity 
`I didn't like its over-familiarity - just because I had to type my 
name in at the beginning did it have to keep repeating it. ' 
(iv) Glossary 
`Bullet list mentioned - what is a bullet list? T 
'Glossary very helpful. ' 
(v) Discrimination 
`I found it very facile and very irritating to be presumed male as 
opposed to female. There are ways round it but I guess the 
producers just didn't bother. ' 
D. Overall 
(i) Likes 
`Very useful and comprehensive. ' 
`Potentially very useful. May buy it!! ' 
(ii) Dislikes 
`Very American. ' 
`Too much text on the screen and not enough graphics or 
interactivity which makes it difficult to motivate the user to 
complete the course. ' 
`I would prefer it if the student wasn't addressed by name. ' 
(iii) Book preferred 
`A book would be better though I liked the package. ' 
`BORING -a book would have done the job just as well. ' 
(iv) Overall 
`Fair/good in most cases, however, when material is presented to 
you, you have to wait for the machine, you can't speed it up so if 
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you are already familiar with some of the content you would get 
bored and leave the package. ' 
Summary 
1. Comments on the purpose and structure of the packages were well-balanced 
- some positive, others negative. Again, many negative features could be 
corrected. 
2. Comments were more negative than positive on the subject of interactivity. 
Tutors were concerned that learning was passive, and that there was a lack 
of support features. 
3. Tutors disliked the over-familiarity and sexism of some packages, but other 
comments were positive. 
4. Overall comments were well divided between positive and negative. Some 
negative points could be corrected, others appear to be individual to either 
a package, or a particular tutor. 
4.9.4 Overall Conclusions 
1. Tutors were positive about the layout and structure of packages and about the 
level of orientation of the user, but less so about the mobility of the user in 
a modular package. They were often negative about the relevance of the 
packages to ILS training. 
2. The interactivity of packages evoked a positive attitude from tutors from the 
viewpoint of providing sufficient motivation, but a less positive attitude 
regarding other aspects. 
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3. In many cases, packages were not considered enjoyable to use, nor was the 
use of colour and graphics highly regarded. In common with other 
evaluators, this group found that the packages were not acceptable to all five 
groups. 
4. Tutors were more negative than positive about the overall quality of the 
packages from the viewpoints of content and design. 
5. Comments were mixed and on a variety of features. In general, they were 
more negative than positive. 
6. The emphasis for this evaluation was on disk-only packages, which dealt 
with a variety of management and administration activities. 
4.10 Comparisons between tutors and students 
Introduction 
A direct comparison of results is possible using the results of the Loughborough 
University (1993) and University of Hertfordshire evaluations. The Loughborough 
(1993) group contained a mixture of ILS tutors and librarians, whilst the University 
of Hertfordshire group was made up of ILS tutors. Another comparison can be made 
between tutors and students by using the results from the Edinburgh and 
Loughborough University (1995) groups. The Loughborough University (1993) and 
the University of Hertfordshire groups evaluated a group of packages which were 
similar in content (i. e., word-processing and spreadsheets) and media (i. e., simulations, 
some video and disks). The other groups evaluated packages which were more 
diverse in content, but narrower in terms of media used. They contained material 
predominantly on study skills, administration and management skills, and were mainly 
on disk. ) 
174 
A comparison was made first between the groups at Loughborough University (1993) 
and the University of Hertfordshire. Initially, the comparison was made using the 
results from the evaluation of specific features of the packages (Table 1), then from 
the total packages (Table 2). 
The comparison between the results of the evaluations of the Edinburgh and 
Loughborough University (1995) groups of tutors, and of the graduate and 
undergraduate students at Loughborough University has taken the same form. First 
there has been a comparison using the results of evaluating specific features (Table3), 
then the total packages (Table 4). 
Finally, a comparison was made between the most highly ranked packages at the six 
centres (Table 5). Three categories were distinguished - Positive, Less Positive and 
Negative - as described below. 
In terms of specific features the response of the group was considered: 
POSITIVE, if less than 20% of the evaluation results were unsatisfactory. 
LESS POSITIVE, if between 20% and 49% of the evaluation results were 
unsatisfactory. 
NEGATIVE, if 50% or more of the evaluation results were unsatisfactory. 
In the case of the total package, the response of the group was considered: 
POSITIVE, if the total mean score was 25+. 
LESS POSITIVE, if the total mean score was between 20 and 24. 
NEGATIVE, if the total mean score was below 20. 
Of the two remaining evaluations, neither was suitable to be used for comparison 
purposes. The pilot study, using research students, was designed purely to provide 
information for planning future evaluations and conclusions on this group alone. The 
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mail-based evaluation, using ILS tutors, was unique in that the evaluation was carried out 
unsupervised, at a distance, and sought more detail than in other evaluations. Although 
the conclusions which were reached by both these evaluations were important, they were 
not designed for comparison purposes. 
4.10.1 Loughborough University (1993) and University of Hertfordshire (1994) 
Table 1 
Question Loughborough 
University 
(1993) 
University of 
Hertfordshire 
la Assistance to beginners LP LP 
lb Assistance to computer literate P LP 
2 Suitability for groups LP LP 
3 Used alone? P LP 
4a Amount material for beginners LP LP 
4b Level material for beginners LP LP 
4c Amount material for computer LP LP 
literate 
4d Level material for computer LP N 
literate 
5a Clear instructions P LP 
5b Adequate feedback LP LP 
5c Easy navigation LP LP 
Key: P= Positive; LP = Less Positive; N= Negative 
Clearly, the comparison here shows that there was significant agreement between the two 
groups, one a mixed group of librarians and ILS tutors and the other, a group of ILS 
tutors. In seven out of eleven cases, there was complete agreement in evaluating specific 
features of the packages. 
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Table 2 
Package Loughborough 
University 
(1993) 
University of 
Hertfordshire (1994) 
1 Teach Yourself LP P 
Speedreading 
2 Individual Training for P LP 
Lotus 1-2-3 
3 Teach Yourself MS Word P P 
4 Project Management LP N 
5 Readability N N 
6 Teach Me D Base IV P LP 
7 Learn to use WordPerfect LP LP 
8 Teach Me Excel P P 
9 Thinksheet N N 
10 Questsim LP N 
Key: P= Positive LP = Less Positive N= Negative 
Again, there was considerable agreement between the two groups in terms of overall 
evaluation of the ten packages - in this case, five out of ten. 
4.10.2 Edinburgh University and Loughborough University (1995) and 
Undergraduates and Graduates, Loughborough University (1995) 
Table 3 
Question A B C D 
I Layout and structure P P P P 
2 Orientation P P P P 
3 Easy movement LP P P LP 
4 Relevance to ILS teachuig LP N P P 
5 Interactivity LP LP LP LP 
6 Explanations to questions LP LP LP LP 
7 Error messages N N LP LP 
8 Reinforcement of learning LP LP LP P 
9 Enjoyable LP LP LP LP 
10 Colours and graphics N LP LP LP 
11 Appropriate to groups N N P N 
12 Overall - content LP LP LP 
LP 
13 Overall - design N N N N 
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Table 3 shows that there is agreement on some topics between tutors and students 
(especially for orientation, interactivity, overall design and overall content). However, 
there is also some disagreement between tutors and students (especially for relevance 
to ILS groups). In both instances, the questions should, in theory, be better answered 
by tutors with their experience of teaching, but the level of disagreement is interesting. 
There was appreciable agreement between the tutors alone, and the students alone (ten 
out of thirteen responses in each case), but the level of agreement between the two 
groups was a good deal lower. 
In terms of comparing overall evaluations, there were, unfortunately, only five 
packages which had been evaluated by all four groups. The level of agreement here 
was appreciably better, though staff continued to be somewhat more negative than 
students. 
Table 4 
Package 1 2 3 4 
Speedreader p P P P 
Effective Presentations P P P P 
Thinking Positively P LP P P 
Project Management LP LP P P 
Planning Your Work LP P P P 
Key: 1= Edinburgh; 2= Loughborough (1995); 3= Postgraduates; 4= 
Undergraduates P= Positive LP = Less Positive N= Negative 
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4.10.3 Most highly ranked packages - Loughborough University (1993) and 
University of Hertfordshire; Edinburgh University and Loughborough 
University (1995) and Undergraduate and Postgraduate 
Table 5 
PACKAGE LOCATIONS 
A Effective Presentations 3 4 5 6 
B Teach Yourself MS Word 1 2 
C Teach Yourself Excel 1 2 
D Thinking Positively 4 5 
Key: Loughborough (1993) = 1; University of Hertfordshire = 2; Edinburgh = 3; 
Undergraduate = 4; Graduate = 5; Loughborough (1995) =6 
This comparison is limited in that only packages which were evaluated by all groups could 
be considered. 'Effective Presentations' was highly ranked by both tutors and students. The 
other three were highly ranked either by tutors (B and C) or students (D). 
4.10.4 Overall Conclusions 
1. The comparison shows that there was significant agreement between tutors and 
librarians and tutors and students on the merits of commercial packages. 
2. There was more likelihood of a measure of agreement between student groups 
(i. e., postgraduate and undergraduate) than between tutors and librarians and tutors 
on features of packages. 
3. Agreement on features of packages between tutors, on the one hand, and students, 
on the other, was less likely than for either of the groups alone. 
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4. A comparison of total packages is limited because of the paucity of 
commonly-evaluated packages. However, there appears to be considerable 
overall agreement between the different groups. 
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CHAPTERS 
EVALUATION OF READING LISTS 
5.1 Introduction 
The evaluation of reading lists involved students at undergraduate level in the History 
Department at the University of Leicester and the Department of Information and 
Library Studies at Loughborough University. A breakdown of the numbers involved 
is as follows: 
EVALUATION 
Date Place Nos. Group Back- Question Interview Comments 
ground -naire 
Oct Leicester 98 History U/G 
1993 
Nov Leicester 25 History U/G 
1993 
May Leicester 26 History U/G 
'94 
May Leicester 4 History U/G 
1994 
May Leicester 10 History U/G  
1994 
July L'boro 9 Tutors  
1994 
Oct L'boro 41 DILS U/G 
1994 
March L'boro 33 DILS U/G 
1995 
May L'boro 2 Tutors 
1995 
F-I 1 
238 
Note: U/G = undergraduates *= together with exercise 
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5.2 Department of History - Background Questionnaire - October 1993 
The background questionnaire was completed by ninety-eight third-year history students, 
following an evaluation session involving Pro-Cite. The background data for these data are 
as follows: 
MALE FEMALE TOTAL 
46 52 98 
18-24 years 25-40 years 41-55 years 55+ 
96 1-1 
YES NO 
Previous experience of 
computers on history 41 57 
courses 
YES NO 
Previous computer 
experience 
76 22 
PREVIOUS COMPUTER EXPERIENCE 
A at university 23 
Bat home 9 
C other 11 
Any 2 28 
A13 5 
TOTAL 76 
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AREA OF COMPUTER EXPERIENCE 
Word processing 49 
Database 27 
Spreadsheet 3 
Library work 3 
Leisure 4 
Paid work 10 
LIBRARY ONLINE CATALOGUE 
Useful 88 
Not useful 5 
TOTAL 93 
Summary 
The results of the questionnaire indicate a group of young students (98% between the 
ages of 18-24 years), of whom 40% were male and 53% were female. 
Altogether 58% of the students claimed they had had no computer experience on 
history courses, although all had had experience of using computer databases to 
complete previous assignments. Of these, 22% claimed to have no `general' computer 
experience. Of the 78% with computer experience, 37% had gained that experience 
in two locations, while 30% had gained that experience at the university alone. Their 
major area of computer experience was in word-processing, which was mentioned 
forty-nine times, with database work being mentioned twenty-seven times. A total of 
95% of the students had found the library catalogue `useful' in the past. `Useful' here 
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means that students had used the library catalogue to their advantage, eg. the catalogue 
had given the student a shelf location. 
5.3 Department of History - Access to Printed and Computerised Lists - 
November 1993 
Introduction 
Responses were obtained from twenty-five students who had the opportunity to use 
the printed list, the automated list, or both lists. Only five students used the printed 
list alone, another five used both lists and fifteen used the computerised list alone. 
Response to the questionnaire was voluntary, which accounts for the small number of 
responses. 
A. PRINTED LIST ONLY 
Ql. Why did you use the printed list only? 
a It was faster to use the printed list 5 
b Computer terminals were not well located 0 
c Computer lists laborious to use 0 
d I did not feel comfortable using the computer list 0 
e Computerised list was confusing to use 0 
f Other 0 
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Q2. Did you read the printed list first and then seek materials in the library? 
YES NO 
50 
How did you choose the appropriate materials? (Please tick all that apply) 
Used the printed list later 1 
Asked friends for ideas 0 
Used the library catalogue 3 
Browsed the library shelves 3 
Asked professor for recommendations 1 
Other 0 
Q3. Was the material readily available in the library? 
YES NO 
41 
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B. COMPUTERISED LIST ONLY 
Q3. Why did you choose to use the computerised list only? (Tick all which 
apply) 
a I thought it would give me more information 1 
b There was no printed list available 12 
c I thought it would be easier to find the information 2 
d I thought it would be quicker to find the information 1 
e I wanted the experience of using the computer list 5 
f Printed lists are boring 0 
g I felt more in control using the computer list 2 
h Other 0 
Q4. How did you choose the appropriate materials? 
a Searched using descriptors 15 
b Searched using keywords 
(i) Used keywords derived from assignment questions 6 
(ii) Used keywords I thought would be appropriate 2 
(iii) Used keywords I found in the library catalogue 0 
c Asked friends for ideas 0 
d Browsed through the computer lists 7 
e Asked the professor for suggestions 2 
f Other 2 
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Q7. In your use of the computerised list to find information for your 
assignment and for other course activities, which features of the list did 
you find useful? (Please tick all that apply) 
Author 10 Contents list 
Title 10 Refs to essays and seminars II 
Publisher 
Data 
Library shelf mark 
3 Descriptors 
6 See also refs 
13 
8 
71 
') I 
Q8. Where did you consult the computerised list? 
In the library 7 
In the Charles Wilson Personal Computer 12 
Labs 
In the Attenborough Labs 3 
In other rooms with terminals on campus 2 
Q9. Approximately how many times did you consult the computerised list? 
a 1-2 times 6 
b 3-5 times 8 
c 5-8 times 1 
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Q1O. Approximately how long did you spend on average at the computer for 
each of these sessions? 
a 1-5 minutes 0 d 21-40 minutes 1 
b 6-10 minutes 9 e 41-60 minutes 0 
c 11-20 minutes 4 f More than 60 minutes 1 
Q11. At any time did you have difficulty finding a computer terminal or 
getting into the program? 
YES NO 
13 2 
Q12. Did you print out your searches? 
YES NO 
U 15 
Q13. Was the material readily available in the library? 
YES NO 
4 11 
C. USED= BOTH-L 
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Q5. Why did you choose to use both lists? 
aI didn't feel comfortable using the printed list alone 4 
bI didn't feel comfortable using the computerised list alone 1 
Other 
c0 
Q6. How did you find the appropriate materials? (Please tick all that apply) 
a Used the printed list to search: 
Author 4 Title I Date 0 Other 0 
b Searched using descriptor terms used in the descriptor field 5 
Searched using keywords of my own 
c 
(i) Used keywords selected from assignment questions 5 
(ii) Used other keywords I thought appropriate 2 
(iii) Used keywords I found in the library catalogue 0 
d Asked friends for ideas 0 
e Browsed computerised reading list 0 
f Asked tutor for suggestions I 
g Other 0 
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Q7. In your use of the computerised list, to find information for your 
assignment, and for other course activities, eg., tutorials, which features 
of the list did you find useful? (Please tick all that apply) 
a Author 5 f Contents list 0 
b Title 5 or Refs to essays and seminars 1 
c Publisher 0 h Descriptors 0 
d Date of publication 0 i See also refs 0 
e Library shelf mark 2 
Q8. Where did you consult the computerised list? (Please tick all that apply) 
a In the library 1 
b In the CWPC Labs 5 
c In the Attenborough Lab 0 
d In other terminal rooms on campus 0 
Q9. Approximately how many times did you consult the computerised list? 
a 1-2 times 4 
b 3-5 times 1 
c 5-8 times 0 
Q10. Approximately how long did you spend on average at the computer for 
each of these sessions? 
a 1-5 minutes 1 
b 6-10 minutes 2 
c 11-20 minutes 1 
d 21-40 minutes 1 
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Q11. At any time did you have difficulty finding a computer terminal or 
getting into the program? 
YES NO 
41 
Q12. Did you print out the results of your searches? 
YES NO 
05 
Q13. Was the material readily available in the library? 
YES NO 
14 
Summary 
This set of students breaks down into three subdivisions: a conservative group who 
used the printed list; a larger group who used the computerised list; a small group 
who chose to use both lists. 
The background questionnaire had shown that 76 of the 98 students claimed some 
experience of working with computers. Of the 25 respondents to the second 
questionnaire, four were part of the group of 22 who claimed no experience of 
working with computers. All four used the computerised list alone. (They were 
forced to use it, as were other respondents, because there was no other list 
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available. ) They spent less time on the computer (each visit was on average 17.5 
minutes in duration) as compared with those who had computer experience (whose 
visits lasted an average of 22.1 minutes). Both groups used the descriptor fields 
provided, but found difficulty in getting into the program and/or finding a free 
terminal. There appeared to be no significant differences in response between those 
who had computer experience and those who had not. Had printed lists been available 
for their course, it is likely that all these students would have used them, along with, 
or in place of, the computerised lists. 
Of the five students who chose to use the printed list, all claimed previous computer 
experience. All chose to use the printed list because they thought it would be quicker. 
They consulted the list first and then either went to the library shelves, or to the 
library catalogue. Only one student used the printed list more than once. 
Of the five students who used both lists, all had previous computer experience. They 
spent an average of 15.4 minutes for each session on the computer. (It was expected 
this would be less than other groups because they had their second source - the printed 
list - to consult also. ) All five stated they used both lists because they did not feel 
comfortable using one list only. They all used keywords from their assignment 
questions to search for material. 
From an examination of all these groups, it appears that prior experience in working 
with computers did not play a part in their decision to use the computerised lists. The 
group using the computerised list found a variety of the features useful. They 
recorded a higher ratio of features useful per student (4.7) than did the group who also 
had access to the printed list. This was apparently because the smaller group had 
consulted the printed list first, then checked the computerised list for additional 
information. 
Of the 25 students who answered the questionnaire, there was a male/female split of 
12 to 13. The division is indicated below, but gender-based differences are not 
significant. icant. 
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Printed lists Computer lists Both 
MALE 
FEMALE 
12 
13 
3 (25%) 
2 (15%) 
8 (67%) 
7 (54%) 
1 (8%) 
4 (31%) 
Where did students use terminals? 
LOCATION STUDENT PERCENTAGE 
NUMBERS 
a In the library 8 27% 
b In the Charles Wilson Computer 17 57% 
Laboratories 
c In the Attenborough Computer 3 10% 
Laboratory 
6% 
d In other terminals rooms on campus 2 
Finally, the answers to questions 11-13 emphasised the fact that there are 
administrative considerations to be taken into account when evaluating whether a 
system is a success or otherwise. For example, there must be sufficient terminals. 
Most students (57%) visited the Charles Wilson Computer Centre, where there were 
the largest number of terminals. They obviously thought that this would give them 
the best chance of finning a free terminal. 
As the search for suitable material usually includes actual retrieval of the material, it 
is important that the items are readily available in the library. Most students using the 
computerised list and both forms of list found the materials not readily available. 
A computerised tracking system would have been useful, as it would have enabled the 
route of a search to be determined. This would give the `how' and `what', though 
193 
more detail would be needed to find out `why' students moved along that route and 
actually selected a certain title. 
5.3.1 History Department - Further Comments 
Altogether, 18 further comments were received from the 25 returned questionnaires. 
Of these, eight comments cited a lack of terminals as a deterrent to the use of the 
computerised lists. Remarks such as: 
`It is very difficult to get on to the computers to actually use them 
[the computerised lists], resulting in a reluctance to even bother. ' 
This comment seemed to sum up the feelings of many students, although some 
students found that feelings of apathy in this situation gave way to frustration, eg. 
`Irritating to wait for a terminal'. In time, this may give way to anger: it emphasises 
the fact that the printed list is 100% portable and accessible. This was a point which 
surfaced in several comments: 
`I find the printed lists far more convenient to use because they are 
always at my finger tips for easy reference and I can use them 
when I like. ' 
An automatic link to the library catalogue through Libertas from the computerised lists 
was a sought-after addition to the system. Students wanted this link for several 
reasons. (It could be argued that this is not the responsibility of the system, which 
was developed purely to make enhanced reading lists available using an automated 
system. However, the practical situations in which these lists are used, i. e., as tools 
for students to find relevant material and to be used as one part of the information- 
seeking process, cannot be ignored. ) Students claimed they needed a link to the 
library catalogue in order to save time. Comments on this point included: `Long 
queues to the Libertas terminals'; `to reserve books straight away'; `you still have to 
consult Libertas to see if the book is available', and `we could know if a book was 
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in or out'. The fact that, ideally, the computerised lists were designed to provide 
additional information and improve access to that information was not mentioned by 
students at all. 
One commented on another problem - that there were too few resources (. i. e. books 
and journals) available in any case: 
`Not enough books though. Often a long wait then books are 
quickly recalled. ' 
Again, this emphasises the fact that book lists are one part of the information-seeking 
process. Computerised reading lists enable students to reach a decision more quickly 
as to which material is relevant. If the student finds that the materials are not readily 
available due, for example, to lack of sufficient quantities, the computerised list is 
accentuating a problem which already exists. If full-text retrieval were provided this 
might help solve the dilemma, but only if sufficient terminals are available. 
Most comments thus centred on administrative concerns, rather than on concerns 
relating to the search itself. They might be summarised by this comment: 
`I believe it was a mistake to drop the scheme on finalists. The 
communication between those responsible for the scheme and the 
course tutors was poor. The omission of History/Political Science 
was unjustified and should be explained. There seems to be an 
assumption that there was some form of computer literacy on the 
part of students. Not all those doing history options have done 
computing and this was overlooked. Why was this scheme not 
foisted on 2nd years? Overall this scheme has not generated a 
favourable impression. ' 
It is interesting that the student mentions the possibility of a lack of computer literacy, 
no link is seen between the computerised reading lists and use of the library catalogue, 
an activity to which the computerised lists are closely aligned. 
In terms of the evaluation, `Additional Comments' provided students with a useful 
opportunity to air a variety of opinions not already covered, or which needed emphasis 
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in the eyes of the student. As such, it was valuable, but the lack of direction given 
made it difficult to analyse the comments easily. 
5.4 Department of History - Printed List Only - May 1994 
Introduction 
These observations and statistics are based on the replies of 26 students collected in 
class time from three courses where no computerised list was available. The purpose 
of the exercise was to find out how students used printed lists. 
Q1. To select appropriate materials for your last assignment, did you: 
(please tick all that apply) 
a Use the printed list 
b Ask students for recommendation 1 
c Use the library catalogue 14 
d Browse the library shelves 11 
e Ask the tutors for recommendations 2 
f Search for items the tutor recommended 11 
Search for items recommended in text 1 
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Q2. If you used the printed list, did you: 
a Go through the list item by item 6 
b Pick out individual items you thought relevant 12 
LC- Both 1 
Q3. If you picked 2b how did you select items? (Tick all that apply) 
Matching words from assignment questions 7 
Matching words you thought relevant 10 
Matching words from the Library Catalogue 7 
Look for recommended authors by tutor 9 
Look for recognized authors 8 
Look for items written by tutor 3 
Look for items student recommended 2 
Other 0 
Q4a. Having found materials did you find them readily available on the 
library shelves? 
YES NO 
16 10 
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Q4b. What proportion of the items were readily available? 
40% 60% 80% 
8 11 7 
Q5a. Did you feel confident you had sufficient items? 
YES NO 
18 8 
QSb. Did you feel confident you had the most relevant items? 
YES NO 
17 9 
Q6. Do you think that an automated list such as Pro-Cite would be an 
advantage? 
YES NO 
12 14 
Summary 
Although the printed list was available, it was only used by 73% of students to find 
relevant materials. The other 27% chose to use the alternatives, i. e. the library 
catalogue; browsing the library shelves; searching for items the tutor recommended. 
Most of the students (63%) skimmed the list, picking out individual items they thought 
relevant, rather than systematically searching the list item by item. 
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Those who skimmed the list, looked for words they thought appropriate, authors 
recommended by the tutor, authors they recognised, matching words from assignment 
questions and from the library catalogue (in that order). However, students used a 
variety of strategies to find material - an average of 3.8 strategies per student. It 
appears that 38% of students did not find their chosen materials readily on the shelves. 
Having found their materials, 69% of students felt confident they had sufficient items, 
and 65% that they had the most relevant items. Asked what proportion of materials 
were readily available, most (42%) said that materials were readily available for 60% 
of the time. Thus, if a student had selected 20 titles, this implies that some eight titles 
would not be immediately available. Somewhat over half (54%) saw no advantage 
in using Pro-Cite (i. e., the automated list). All these students had taken part in the 
orientation session, and were therefore aware of what automated lists had to offer. 
5.4.1 Department of History - Further Comments 
There were six further comments. Five of these pointed out short-comings also noted 
by other students - lack of terminals and a need to link an automated list to the library 
catalogue. This reflects the fact that some of the students who did not have use of the 
automated list had either used it, or found out about it from other students. 
The one other comment noted that the `written list is very short - should be longer'. 
As was noted by the students who replied concerning reading lists, the lists are of 
varying lengths, even within the same department. What defines how long Z: I a reading 
list should be to allow for a proper choice of material? Do tutors expect students to 
find other material to augment their own lists? The interest of the tutor and the role 
of the reading list obviously need further clarification. 
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5.5 Department of History - Talk-through Interviews - May 1994 
The 'talk-through' interviews were undertaken at the STILE office in Leicester 
University. All four students had taken the same history course and had used the Pro- 
Cite software. The talk-through interviews involved user interface, STILE ONE. This 
was the end of the academic year, so the database was not new to them. Two of the 
students had used Pro-Cite, one had used both Pro-Cite and the printed list, and one 
the printed list alone. All four students were female (aged between 18 and 24 years) 
and had had computer experience. 
STUDENT A 
Sasha had used the computerised list only. According to the responses in her 
questionnaire, she had searched using the descriptors, applying keywords selected from 
the assignment questions and others she thought appropriate. She had also browsed 
through the computerised list. Her written comments were concise and to the point, 
and at the interview her style was confident and competent. 
Sasha searched the enhanced database under three single major terms and made brief 
notes (author, library classification) of the new items. She also checked for items 
written by her tutor and read through the notes field, which she thought useful. Her 
searching technique was systematic, and she followed up her initial three searches, this 
time using different terms. She was satisfied with the new system; she had found 
additional material using STILE ONE. 
STUDENT B 
Kathryn had used both lists to complete her assignments. She had searched the 
printed list by author and the computerised list by keywords, derived from the 
assignment questions. Kathryn now searched the enhanced database, but found use 
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of the mouse difficult (her comment was, `I will enjoy this system once I've mastered 
the mouse'). 
She had no problem getting into the system and searched under two terms, both with 
a subterm. The terms were derived from the assignment questions. She found the 
system easier to use than Pro-Cite. She made notes, although she knew a lot about 
the material, both because it was the end of the academic year, and because the tutor 
had shown them the materials in class. She was thoughtful and anxious to complete 
the interview successfully. 
STUDENT C 
Emma had undertaken two courses where the reading lists had been computerised -the 
`Bourbons' and the `Later Crusades' - and on both occasions she had chosen to use 
the computerised list alone. In both cases, she had used the keywords/descriptors 
provided and others she had considered suitable. She had also browsed the 
computerised reading lists. Her written comments on both questionnaires had been 
similar and to the point. She was very confident and at ease. 
Emma searched the new database systematically, pointing out ways she would like to 
see the system improved, eg. standardisation of descriptors. She initially chose two 
main terms, but narrowed these down using subterms when it became evident that she 
needed to eliminate some entries from her search. She also chose an essay question 
and was pleased with the results, although she had already completed the assignment. 
STUDENT D 
Sarah had used the printed lists only so, although she had computer experience, she 
had no experience of Pro-Cite. To complete her assignment, she had used the printed 
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list by title, but found the library catalogue more useful. She had also browsed along 
the library shelves. Her written comments were concise. 
Sarah felt uneasy about using the computerised list and found searching via the 
descriptor terms difficult, as she had no experience of using such terms. The ones she 
chose were very general (e. g. widespread misery), so she had to search through many 
references to make a selection. She made a selection through remembering authors 
and titles the tutor had mentioned. She made comprehensive and clear notes. 
Summary 
Those students who had used Pro-Cite found the new STILE interface a <(reat 
improvement. The layout of the search screen was very good, not cluttered, and 
appeared to follow the search strategy of the students. However, there was a clear 
need to know the descriptor terms: this is where standardisation of these terms would 
be helpful. The student with no experience of Pro-Cite was less at ease with the 
system than the other students; clearly, specific experience of the activity - in this 
case, database searching - is likely to prove as important to a student as high levels 
of computer experience. It was seen as a plus that the computer software had the 
ability to narrow the searches, i. e. that subterms were possible. 
5.6 Department of History - General Interviews - May 1994 
The ten general 
interviews were conducted at Leicester University. Four students 
were female and six male. All students were within the 18-24 years age group and 
had computer experience. The interviews lasted 15-20 minutes and the question was 
an open-ended one - `How did you use the reading lists? '. 
The following is a synopsis of the results: 
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1. Some 80% of students thought that computer experience helped them to use 
the computerised reading lists. 
(Sample answer: `Yes, important'. ) 
2. There were a variety of opinions on booklists in general. 
(Sample answers: `Printed lists - some are good, some are rubbish', `Printed 
lists are better for portability and accessibility', `They must be current', `The 
best material is not on the list'. ) 
3. The two most popular methods of searching were: 
`I used the library catalogue' and `Browsing the total automated list'. 
4. Most students found it easy to get into Pro-Cite, providing a terminal was 
free. 
5. Most were in favour of full-text retrieval. 
(Sample answers: `Good - is it possible to get a printout', `An advantage for 
short articles', `Not if it means looking at a screen for hours'. ) 
6. Most students thought that it had been a reasonable idea to try out Pro-Cite 
on third-year students. 
(Sample answer: `Useful at any stage'. ) 
Summary 
Because of the way the question was structured and the way the responses were 
recorded (i. e. notetaking), it was not possible to quantify the answers. However, 
keywords were isolated and used to identify what the students felt is required of a 
computerised booklist. 
The students were looking for computerised reading lists which were current and in 
topic order. The computerised list should be as accessible as possible. Lists must 
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contain all material pertaining to the course, be consistent in the way they are 
presented, and be browsable. The software must have the facility to track down the 
actual material in the library catalogue. Tutor and student notes are important, as 
would he full-text retrieval of short and medium-length articles. Additional access is 
desirable through seminar and assignment numbers. The system should he easy toi 
access and exit and there must he adequate numbers of machines- 
5.7 Department of History - Reading Lists - Copyright Holders 
The reading lists from the History Department were made available in printed form 
by the department in the Summer of 1994. The purpose eil this exercise was to sec 
what proportion of the copyright was held in four categories: individuals. university 
presses, commercial publishers and learned societies. There was a perception that 
copyright holders within the academic sphere might be more willing than the 
commercial publishers to allow their texts to be placed online as full-text retrieval 
ItennS. 
O the 1172 items, on the reading lists, nearly 50% had copyright assigned to 
individuals, presumably mainly academics. This was by far the largest `Troup. The 
overall breakdown is shown below. 
HOLDER NUMBER OF 
ITEMS 
NUMBER OF 
HOLDERS 
AVERAGE 
Individuals 537 457 1.2 
Commercial 333 74 4.5 
publishers 
Learned societies 206 48 4.3 
University presses 96 68 1.4 
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Summary 
The fact that so many copyright holders are individuals would make the administrative 
task of contacting each one very onerous and perhaps not very productive. However, 
national forms of agreement between academic institutions might be developed. These 
might also embrace learned societies and, perhaps, some university presses. 
Another approach to the subject, which might be more appropriate, would be to 
establish a set of criteria against which texts could be judged to isolate those suitable 
for full-text retrieval (e. g. length; is the material essential reading; will the material 
have long-term relevancy). This exercise completed, a further check on the copyright 
holders for the chosen items could then be made. The questions which this raises for 
book lists is: 
Are all items on this book list of equal value, are they all essential 
reading for the successful completion of the course? In 
fundamental terms, what determines the items specified in an 
average book list? 
5.8 Department of History - Overall Summary 
1. The lack of computer experience did not prevent students from choosing to 
use the automated list, and in being satisfied with the result of a search using 
the automated list. 
2. The use of a reading list, whether automated or printed, plays only one part 
in the information-seeking process. Ready access to the materials is 
important. 
3. An evaluation of an automated reading list must take into account 
administrative problems which have a bearing on the success, or otherwise, 
of the project. These include the number of terminals for students, the time 
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for the tutor to update the list, and the resources needed to supply sufficient 
copies Of the material. 
4. It is important to build on the existing. skills and knowledge of students. For 
example, most students have found that they can use the library catalogue to 
their advantage. A user interface which utilises these catalogue skills may 
be more successful than one which is developed outside these skills and 
knowledge. 
5. It is necessary to take into account the intent and teaching style of individual 
tutors, since they may see the role of the reading list in different ways. 
6. Questionnaires are satisfactory tools in this sort of study for obtaining a 
general view. However, they usually need to be supplemented by interviews 
to obtain detailed information. 
7. If full-text retrieval is to be considered, a set of criteria for inclusion need 
be developed. 
5.9 Loughborough University - Tutors - Conunents - July 1994 
Prior to the inclusion of reading lists for Loughborugh University using STILE II, a 
survey of tutors was taken. The collection of- data from the nine tutors began by 
asking about their expectations of the system in May 1994. The responses were 
collected by the STILE co-ordinator at LU and forwarded to the STILE Educational 
Co-ordinator in Leicester. 
The results were listed under ten headings: 
206 
Q1. What are your initial expectations of the STILE software for your 
Students? 
Al. The answers revealed a variety of expectations. The majority stressed access 
to information, either in the form of a database involving text or graphics, 
or, more specifically, a bibliography. Others wanted a user-friendly system 
which enabled students to learn. 
Q2. What are your initial expectations of the STILE software for yourself? 
A2. Tutors saw the advantages to them as being mainly a saving of their time, 
because the system would be a way of providing tutorials and other 
courseware, including reading lists. However, one tutor thought this would 
be a disadvantage to him: 
`the amount of work required to set it up 
being disproportionate to the returns'. 
Q3. Which students do you think will most benefit from the use of STILE? 
A3. Tutors were undecided. The answers ranged from `All' to `... those attuned 
to self-centred, self-motivated and perhaps, reflective learning'. 
Q4. What type of resources do you think can best be accommodated through 
STILE? 
A4. Text, including courseware and reading lists, and images. Some tutors, 
however, were not clear, resulting in answers of the type, `not sure' and 
you tell me... '. 
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Q5. Have you identified any hardware constraints on the effective use of 
STILE software? 
A5. The hardware constraints were mainly seen as a lack of hardware and 
difficulties of access to machines. 
Q6. Have you identified any potential personal constraints on the effective 
use of STILE software? 
A6. Several tutors thought that the existence of students and tutors with varying 
levels of IT literacy would be a constraint on the effective use of STILE. 
The input of text, differences in the approach of tutors to concept mapping, 
and the need for tutors to see a STILE product were all seen as additional 
constraints. 
Q7. Have you identified any potential organisational constraints on the 
effective use of STILE software? 
A7. The organisational constraints were identified as the non-availability of 
machines, crowded computer laboratories and the limited time available for 
students to consult the reading lists. 
Q8. Have you identified any potential time constraints on the effective use of 
STILE software? 
A8. Quite briefly, there was never enough time. 
208 
Q9. Please specify the information you will be collecting for your 
department's evaluation of STILE. 
A9. Departments were not clear on this issue. Feedback from tutors and students 
and assignment-based evaluation were two possibilities. Answers were often 
in the form of questions, eg. `how easy is it for a student to get around 
STILE? '. 
Q10. What benefits has STILE offered to you as a tutor? 
A 10. Tutors felt they had received no benefits as yet. 
Summary 
Tutors were interested because they thought it would save them time. There appeared 
to be no consensus as to which students would benefit and a lack of understanding of 
the potential of the software and what they (the tutors) wanted it to do to help tutors 
and students. However, tutors clearly identified potential hardware and organisational 
constraints as a lack of hardware, crowded laboratories and limited time for students 
at machines. 
5.10 Department vi Information and Library Studies - Background 
Questionnaire - October 1994 
Two groups were involved, `A' and `B'. `A' involving undergraduates who had 
Information and Library Studies as their major, whilst `B' included students who were 
taking joint honours degrees. The two groups are classified as one for the purpose of 
this evaluation. Both groups were made up of undergraduates in their first-year taking 
the same basic course, and were of similar average age. 
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The background questionnaire was provided by the STILE team, but was edited to fit 
the needs of the present project. 
MALE FEMALE TOTAL 
18 23 41 
PACKAGES USED 
Wordperfect 25 
Word 24 
Excel 34 
Microsoft Works 5 
Other 37 
SYSTEMS USED 
DOS 35 
Windows 37 
Mac 40 
UNIX 11 
Other 5 
TYPE OF COMPUTER 
IBM 36 
Amiga 4 
Sega 5 
Mac 41 
Atari 4 
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FREQUENCY OF USE 
Every day 17 
Every 2-3 days 17 
Once a week 4 
Once a month 0 
Less 1 
SKILL LEVEL 
Expert 2 
Advanced 5 
Competent 24 
Novice 10 
Not used 0 
COMFORT LEVEL 
Completely comfortable 10 
Comfortable 11 
Fairly comfortable 17 
Not very comfortable 3 
Thoroughly uncomfortable 0 
Summary 
Somewhat less than half of the students were male, but a reasonable balance was 
achieved overall. Altogether 87% of the students used a computer every 2-3 days, and 
76% of students considered themselves to be at least competent in the use of the 
computer. Half considered themselves to be comfortable in its use. 
The forty-one students had used an average of three packages. The most popular were 
word-processing and spreadsheets in the three major computer systems, 
DOS, Windows and Apple Macintosh. The students made regular use of IBM- 
compatable 
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(88%) and Apple Macintosh (54%). Only two students did not have English as their 
first language. 
5.11 Department of Information and Library Studies - Second Questionnaire - 
March 1995 
Forty-one undergraduate students evaluated the computerised reading list. The 
responses are weighted from 1-3 in order to provide a mean score. The scores are 3 
for 'Good' or 'Easy' or 'More Than Sufficient', 2 for 'Not Easy' or 'Fair' or 
'Sufficient', and 1 for 'Difficult' or 'Poor' or 'Less than Sufficient'. 
1. Getting into the program 
EASY NOT EASY DIFFICULT MEAN SCORE 
37 (90%) 4 (10%) 0 2.9 
2. Moving about within the program 
EASY NOT EASY DIFFICULT MEAN SCORE 
33 (80%) 8 (20%) 0 2.8 
3. Clarity of text 
GOOD FAIR POOR MEAN SCORE 
29 (71%) 12 (29%) 0 2.7 
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4. Layout of individual screens (not bibliographic) 
GOOD FAIR POOR MEAN SCORE 
18 (44%) 20 (49%) 3 (7%) 2.4 
5. Layout of bibliographic screens 
GOOD FAIR POOR MEAN SCORE 
16 (39%) 23 (56%) 2 (5%) 2.4 
6. Use of colour 
GOOD FAIR POOR MEAN SCORE 
16 (39%) 20 (49%) 5 (12%) 2.2 
7. Amount of information given on each individual item 
MORE THAN SUFFICIENT LESS THAN MEAN SCORE 
SUFFICIENT SUFFICIENT 
5 (12%) 21(51%) 15 (37%) 1.8 
8. How easy would the print facility be to operate? 
EASY NOT EASY DIFFICULT MEAN SCORE 
23 (56%) 12 (29%) 1 (2%) 2.3 
213 
9. How easy would it be to operate the link with the library catalogue? 
EASY NOT EASY DIFFICULT MEAN SCORE 
21 (59%) 13 (26%) 2 (4%) 2.3 
10. Getting out of the program 
EASY NOT EASY DIFFICULT MEAN SCORE 
36 (88%) 5 (12%) 0 2.8 
Summary 
As would be expected from the amount of computer experience students claimed 
according to the background questionnaire, most students found it easy to enter and 
exit the program. Similarly, few found it difficult to move about within the program 
(80% found it easy). Students were also satisfied with the clarity of the text, although 
29% found this only fair. 
Mean scores were lower in answer to questions 4 to 9 inclusive. However, even in 
answer to these questions, where mean scores fell below 2.5, the percentage of 
students who found the system poor or difficult did not rise above 14%, except in the 
case of Question 7. Here the percentage who found the amount of information given 
on each individual item less than sufficient reached 37%, and the mean score fell to 
1.8. Technically, therefore, the system was user-friendly - both aesthetically and from 
the viewpoint of providing links to other systems (i. e. the library catalogue and the 
printer system). In terms of providing adequate information on each bibliographic 
item the system did not reach an adequate level in the opinion of the students. The 
answer to Question 7 may be either a reflection on tutors, who did not supply the 
information, and/or a lack of understanding on the part of students and others as to the 
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role of reading lists in the context of the course/module. What level of information 
did the students expect. Would tutors be prepared to supply this level of information? 
What implications do these results have for future evaluations? The present 
evaluation did not cover the expectations of the students; nor did tutors mention the 
amount of bibliographic detail they thought was sufficient for the needs of the 
course/module when they were interviewed prior to the setting up of a database. In 
future, evaluations, or prior to these evaluations, more research would be needed into 
this. 
As previously stated, of the total of 41 students, 18 were male and 23 were female: 
QUESTION 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Male 2.78 2.61 2.66 2.11 2.28 1.94 1.83 2.61 2.67 2.94 
Female 3.0 2.96 2.69 2.57 2.39 2.39 1.70 2.48 2.40 3.00 
The answers to questions 2,4 and 6 show the most difference was between 0.35,0.46 
and 0.45. Other differences were considerably less and in only three areas were male 
scores higher than their female counterparts and then only by small margins. Though 
the sample is rather small for a conclusive answer, it appears that in general, female 
students were more satisfied than male students with the use of CBL in this instance. 
A comparison of those students who claimed to be either comfortable/completely 
comfortable in the use of computers, i. e. 22 students, with the remainder, revealed the 
following statistics: 
QUESTION 123456789 10 
Comfortable 
or 
completely 2.95 2.86 2.72 2.50 2.41 2.41 1.77 2.64 2.55 2.86 
comfortable 
Fairly 2.81 2.69 2.69 2.44 2.25 2.19 1.81 2.38 2.44 2.81 
comfortable 
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An analysis shows that differences in response from those students who were completely 
comfortable/comfortable and those who were fairly comfortable were minimal. 
5.11.1 Other Comments 
There were only ten additional comments. These are quoted in full below because they 
all mention important points. They also highlight the differences between the history 
students, who were perhaps more concerned with practical problems (e. g., a lack of 
terminals), and students in DILS, who were more interested in problems, which highlight 
information/library science issues (e. g., access to information, quality of information, 
presentation of information). 
1. differences between the history students, who were perhaps more concerned with 
practical problems (e. g., a lack of terminals), and students in DILS, who were more 
interested in problems, which highlight information/library science issues (e. g., access to 
information, quality of information, presentation of information). 
1. Colour would be helpful on bibliographic screens to distinguish the headings from 
the information. The ability to do a keyword search would be helpful. 
2. Information on bibliographic screens is sufficient, but classification numbers 
would be a bonus so that it is not necessary to have to consult the OPAC as well. 
(Linking the OPAC might not be easy at the present time as the systems keep 
changing. ) 
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3. Put classification numbers on bibliographic screens. Cannot scan as easily 
as the printed page. Not as mobile and need a computer. Therefore 
essential reading lists [should still] be printed but online access for further 
reading. 
4. It is [still] hard to tell whether a book would be useful or not, but that is the 
same with the printed lists. 
5. Not easy - searching for books. 
6. You can access the OPAC via utilities. 
7. Having the titles in full (two lines if necessary) would be more useful... 
Text should be smaller. Perhaps a large text version should be retained for 
the visually impaired. Less scrolling would be appreciated. It is not always 
apparent that there is something important at the bottom of the page. 
The interface is quite confusing. The library OPAC is clear and easy to 
grasp quickly - perhaps the system could be modified to be easier to use. 
8. Good concept - needs more information and a keyword search option. 
9. A keyword search could be used to cut the time spent into getting the right 
document. 
10. More information and abstracts on individual books/journals. 
Summary 
Students emphasised the need for a keyword search (which was available to history 
students on their database and therefore received no mention from them). Students 
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use of colour for delineation and more portability of automated reading lists were also 
mentioned. 
One student noted that searching for material was not easy. Some ways to help with 
this problem were outlined by other students: less scrolling; easier scanning; various 
font sizes for displaying information; generally more information. Over-riding all this 
was the need to keep the system in tune with other systems (e. g. the library 
catalogue). This was seen as important for two reasons, first because a link up with 
other systems was essential and, second, because standardisation of searching saves 
time. 
There was one comment (4) regarding the question "Does the automated system give 
us the necessary information to judge if the material will be useful or not? ". This 
comment suggested that neither list is adequate. Again, this is not a technical 
problem, but one of input and the need for improvement. 
5.12 Department of Information and Library Students - Exercise 
The group involved here was slightly smaller than the previous one: 33 students 
completed the exercise at the end of the term, 16 of whom were male and 17 female. 
They were drawn from the same group of undergraduates who had completed the first 
and the second questionnaires. The exercise was administered in a classroom 
situation, students working individually on the same exercise. They were asked to 
find material on the database which would answer the question: 
`I need to give a written overview of indexes and 
abstracts together with one example of an abstract. ' 
They were given thirty minutes to complete the exercise. 
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The aim of the exercise was to find out if students could select six relevant items, why 
they selected these items, and which features (e. g. title, notes) the students found 
useful in their selection process. More than six items could easily have been selected 
from the database, as a wide selection of was available. However, completing the 
questionnaire would have taken longer than thirty minutes if more than six items had 
had to be selected. 
From the background questionnaire, it had already been established that virtually all 
students claimed to be at least fairly comfortable in the use of the computer, through 
their experience with Macintosh and IBM PCs (using MS DOS and Windows). Most 
students used the computer every 2-3 days. 
The results of the exercise were as follows: 
NUMBER OF ITEMS SELECTED 
Number of 
items 
6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
Number of 
students 
18 8 2 2 0 1 2 
Percent 55% 24% 6% 6% 0% 3% 6% 
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REASON FOR SELECTION 
TITLE OVERVIEW I RELEVANCY CURRENT 
TIMES CITED 30 I2I23 
Summary 
Most students were able to select six relevant items in answer to the question. 
Although title was the most often cited reason for the selection of items, few students 
answered this question, perhaps preferring to spend their time on listing the features 
of the entry they found useful. There was a high rate of duplication amongst the 
items selected. This raises the question of supply of items. If sixteen students require 
the use of the same material at the same time, this emphasises the need for full-text 
retrieval. 
An examination of the features of the entry which students found useful in their 
selection produces the distribution shown below. 
TOTAL FEATURES SELECTED 
ITEMS FEATURES AVERAGE FEATURES 
176 1 504 1 2.9 
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FEATURE TIMES CITED % CITED 
1. TITLE 133 25 
2. SUBJECT 55 11 
N 3. CONTENTS 49 10 
4. AVAILABILITY 47 10 
5. PUBLISHER 37 7 
6. SHELF 37 7 
NUMBER 34 6 
7. YEAR 19 4 
8. AUTHOR 18 4 
N 9. KEY PHRASE 13 1 
10. USE 13 1 
11. ISBN 11 1 
N 12. ABSTRACT 9 1 
13. EDITOR 7 1 
14. JOURNAL 7 1 
N 15. COMMENTS 7 1 
16. VERSION 5 1 
N 17. PREFACE 3 1 
N 18. APPENDIX 0 0 
19. ISSN 0 0 
N 20. LEVEL 0 0 
N= new feature 
Students used, on average, nearly three features per item in their selection process. 
The title was the most useful feature, accounting for a quarter of the total. Of the 20 
features which were always available, but not always used by tutors, seven (those 
marked with an N), were new, in that they were not available in the printed list or the 
library catalogue. The extent to which these features were used by students was 
relatively low. The contents feature was well received, but the abstract, preface, 
appendix and comments features were not well used. 
Although students selected 2.9 features on average, this masks a broad spread in the 
number and combination of features cited as being useful. The following table 
outlines the results: 
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NUMBER OF STUDENTS NUMBER OF USEFUL 
FEATURES 
8 1 
5 1-5 
1 1-5+ 
3 2.5 
3 2-5+ 
2 3-5 
5 3-5+ 
2 4-5+ 
2 7+ 
Which combinations of features were most popular with students? Taking the four 
most popular individual items selected leads to the following list: 
TIMES 
CHOSEN 
TITLE 
ONLY 
TITLE/CON 
TENTS 
TITLE/CON 
TENTS + 
OTHER 
A 15 3 1 6 5 
B 16 5 1 8 2 
C 14 4 0 8 2 
D 17 4 0 9 4 
In the case of all four items (A-D), students used a combination of title, contents plus 
other features most often in their selection. The combination of title plus contents 
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could appear to be a reflection on the use of the printed book where the contents page 
follows the title page. 
A similar comparison of the responses of male/female students (16 male and 17 
female) showed the following distribution using the same four titles: 
MALE FEMALE 
FOUR TITLES SELECTED BY FEATURES SELECTED BY FEATURES 
USED USED 
A 7 19 8 40 
B 8 24 8 34 
C 6 16 8 40 
D 9 18 8 30 
TOTAL 30 77 30 144 
It can be seen that female students used nearly twice as many features to select the 
same material as male students. This may be because female students wished to be 
more certain they had made a good choice. It would almost certainly have required 
more time on the part of female students to select each title. Therefore, this could 
explain why, while three quarters of male students chose six titles in the overall 
exercise, less than half the female students completed the required number. They 
simply did not have enough time. 
Of those students completing the exercise, sixteen were comfortable/completely 
comfortable and fifteen fairly comfortable. In terms of their selection of the four most 
popular items: 
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COMFORTABLE/ 
COMPLETELY COMFORTABLE 
FAIRLY 
COMFORTABLE 
FOUR 
TITLES 
TIMES 
SELECTED 
FEATURES 
USED 
TIMES 
SELECTED 
FEATURES 
USED 
A 6 22 9 40 
B 8 22 8 29 
C 7 21 9 44 
D 8 23 9 20 
TOTALS 29 88 33 133 
AVERAGE 3.0 4.0 
The fairly comfortably group found more features to be useful than the comfortable/ 
completely comfortable group. There could be several reasons for this, some not 
related to the use of technology. For example, those students fully acquainted with 
technology may be totally reliant on the computer to give instant answers, while those 
only fairly comfortable may need to rely more on standard criteria in the form of 
additional bibliographic data. 
5.13 Overall Summary 
1. From the data gathered, it is obvious that the students find the system 
technically user-friendly in terms of accessing and exiting; in other ways, 
especially in terms of providing adequate information on bibliographic items, 
the enhancement was inadequate. 
2. More information on the role of reading lists in a variety of courses, and what 
students expect of a system, would be helpful in order to improve student 
reaction to automated reading lists. 
3. There were considerable similarities between the replies of male and female 
students and between those who were completely comfortable/comfortable and 
fairly comfortable in the use of the computer. However further research 
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might be useful in determining whether student background has an 
influence on any of the basic activities involved. 
4. Most students were able to select six relevant titles during the exercise. 
There was a high rate of duplication and this may indicate the value of full-text 
retrieval. 
5. In general, students need more than title/contents features in order to make a 
selection. 
5.14 Department of Information and Library Studies - Interviews - Tutors - May 
1995 
Introduction 
The two tutors were interviewed at the end of the second term. The sessions were open- 
ended and the aim of the interview was to gather tutor reaction to automated reading lists. 
Interview A 
This tutor had been on sabbatical leave at the time when the lists were being input. She 
was therefore concerned about the problems of consultation and communication that a 
project such as the STILE project might generate when staff are absent, or where several 
staff are involved in the course. 
She regarded the link with the library catalogue to be an essential feature, but saw no 
point in acquiring a print facility, mainly because a print-out could easily be obtained 
from the tutor. She thought that individual tutors should be able to update their lists 
easily from their office computers. However, in her part of the course, students are 
responsible for producing a reading list/bibliography of their own, so her own list 
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would only satisfy part of the demands of the student and would quickly become 
outdated. She pointed out that different courses have different expectations of a 
reading list. This is something which has become apparent during the project. It 
differs not just from department to department, but also possibly from year to year and 
subject to subject. Reading lists could be exhaustive or basic, for the purpose of a 
bibliography, or as background reading, for reference purposes, or to be read cover to 
cover. 
She was apprehensive about placing courseware on a computerised list (e. g., course 
outline, course notes), because this would give individuals an opportunity to access 
the materials, from both inside and outside the university. This could result in 
plagiarism. 
Her view of teaching is that it is more than just what is on a piece of paper, or screen, 
it is what is already in your head. This also made her apprehensive about expanding 
the use of the reading list to become a teaching tool. 
Interview B 
This tutor was not sure what her expectations for the system had been at the outset. 
She, too, had a feeling that a link to the library catalogue was essential. Since the 
student often moves from the library catalogue to the reading list, should there also 
be a link from the library catalogue to the reading list? 
Full-text retrieval would be ideal, but is this unrealistic? It is technically possible 
(e. g., through the use of the scanner and the capability to hold large amounts of data 
online), but the problem of copyright might be unsurmountable. Could text be 
available from a central depository? This tutor considered that, at the moment, the 
STILE entry is only minimally better than the library catalogue entry ('better' meaning 
that more information is provided). 
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She also considered that different courses/modules involved different types of booklist. 
(Do the access points need to remain the same? ) At the moment, lists in certain areas 
are only directional, because entries are changing rapidly. Notes, or abstracts, would 
be needed in many cases if more than a `directional' type of listing is required. Many 
subjects are changing so fast in the ILS area that an annual updating of materials is 
not really enough. Often the materials have not been written when the entry becomes 
part of a course/module (or, if written, not yet indexed). The lack of time and the 
rapidity of change is a problem for both tutors and students. One resolution to the 
question of lack of texts and indexing would be more electronic publishing with the 
ability to use hypertext as an indexing tool. Certainly, more use of online sources 
might offer both tutors and students more than a reliance purely on print. 
If full text retrieval were involved, there should be a facility whereby tutors and 
students can enter comments on the text in a similar way to written comments in the 
margins of personal copies of books. Would this constitute vandalism? There must 
be time allowed for the tutor to edit their entries online. This tutor would really like 
to have a demonstration of what can be done, and then do it herself using the 
software. 
Summary 
J. The interviews again highlighted the importance of more research into the 
role of the reading list, especially its varying use across a range of courses 
if reading lists are to meet the requirements of tutors and, ultimately the 
needs of students. 
2. The question of the feasibility of full-text retrieval, especially the question 
of copyright, will need to be clarified and examined. 
3. The relationship between reading lists and the library catalogue also needs 
more study. 
227 
4. There is a need for tutors and students to work together in developing the 
use of online reading lists, especially with a view to integrating reading lists 
into the learning process. 
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CHAPTER 6 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
6.1 Introduction 
The discussion which follows compares the results presented in Chapter 4 and 5 with the 
earlier material in this thesis concerning: 
1 models 
2 previous work 
3 aims and objectives of the study 
On the basis of this discussion, a series of conclusions and recommendations are put 
forward. 
The discussion is divided into two parts relating respectively to the two investigations on: 
A commercial packages 
B enhanced reading lists. 
Commercial packages attempt to provide a total learning experience. Enhanced reading 
lists attempt to support the learning process by providing easier access and increased 
information. The two have been seen in the present study as complementary for 
comparison purposes. 
6.2 Commercial Packages - Models 
The model of learning suggested earlier was designed to be relevant to the aims and 
objectives of this study. It provided a framework for information to be gathered on the 
perceptions of students and tutors, student characteristics, technical data based on input 
from tutors, computer specialists and design technicians and environmental/infrastructure 
features. It also allowed for action to be a two-way process, in contrast to models relating 
to information retrieval and the enhancement of reading lists. 
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This model helped in the analysis process more especially by concentrating attention 
on the fact that students were aware that packages provided an interesting way to learn 
and that tutors saw practical advantages in using packages to teach (by saving both 
their own time and the university's space and money). The questions suggested by 
the model revealed that tutors had reservations regarding the ability of any one 
package to teach all of a topic and also to teach the variety of groups found in higher 
education. Student characteristics, captured by the questionnaire, showed students to 
be well aware of the technical promises of computer-assisted learning which fed into 
the learning process. 
The technical data demanded by the model proved to be invaluable as a way to 
highlight the features which were successful and the learning facilities, such as 
reinforcement, which were present. However, the model's discussion of 
infrastructural environmental features was perhaps not necessary in the context of the 
present study. The evaluations were, for the most part, carried out in 
laboratory/workshop conditions, so that outside features, such as inadequate working 
conditions, could not be judged. 
It could also be argued that the model adopted here is too broad in scope. The 
process of learning is lost amongst such a large number of elements. However, the 
model could easily be adapted to provide a narrower view. In the light of the work 
presented here, this might concentrate on the teaching aspect, simply using student 
characteristics and learning activity. 
`Learning outcomes' were not included in this model; there were no assessments of students 
to determine what they had learned. This could be seen as a disadvantage of the model, 
particularly as one objective of the study was to find out to what degree courseware 
provides a more/less acceptable learning experience. However, it was possible, through an 
identification of appropriate criteria, to highlight `successful' packages. It can be assumed 
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that these `successful' packages provide the best chance of creating a good learning 
experience for any student or tutor. 
While this does not make the issue of student assessment redundant, it does suggest that it 
is possible to identify a `successful' package by an identification and quantification of 
features of the packages. 
6.3 Commercial Packages - Past Work 
The points which arise from past work are linked to learning, human-computer interaction 
and the evaluation of these two activities. It was established, through past work, that, in 
order for learning to be a good experience, it should be active. This supposes the need for 
plenty of interactivity, as would be found in a one-on-one tutorial. To a large extent, this 
evidence was corroborated by comments from tutors and students. One comment was for 
`total interactivity'. Both tutors and students see the need for active involvement. 
Further to this was the reassurance that this interaction was of good quality. Students and 
tutors were aware of this need and, again, noted this in comments and in answers to the 
questionnaires. The inclusion of questions in questionnaires to evaluate the quality of 
interactive features was justified. In some cases, these features were not of good quality. 
Past work also indicated that there would be a difference in the way varying levels of 
students, e. g. undergraduate and graduate, perceived and were satisfied with CBL. This 
proved to be the case to a small degree. However, there were indications that this 
difference could be linked to other factors, rather than to academic status. 
There had been inconclusive evidence in the past that student gender and level of computer 
experience was linked to the quality of the learning experience. This proved to be the case 
here. Other factors were likely to prove at least as important, including domain knowledge 
and previous experience of packages. 
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On the subject of evaluation, illuminative evaluation has been advocated in the past as 
a way of providing more in-depth picture of all parties in the learning process, leading 
to a greater understanding. In part, this was realised, in that it was possible to collect 
a greater depth of information via a mix of discussion and questionnaires. However, 
without the quantitative information gathered on individual packages, it would not 
have been possible to identify the `best' packages so easily. The use of formative 
evaluation proved to be a suitable alternative way to evaluate packages. The 
flexibility provided by a formative evaluation, which enables criteria to be added, etc 
to fit circumstances, is vital. 
The importance of the involvement of computer experts, design experts and educators 
in the production of packages has also been considered paramount. This was neither 
proved or disproved directly by these experiments. However, it can be asserted that a 
good learning package by a commercial company clearly involved using such a range 
of expertise. 
6.4 Commercial Packages - Aims and Objectives 
The aim of the study, which was to discover if commercial packages were successful 
as a way to learn, was not totally realised. This was because, in most cases, tutors and 
students exhibited only a moderately positive attitude to the packages, though there 
was not a majority of negative results. 
Some packages were more successful than others, though in a number of cases 
evaluations of the same package revealed different preferences. However, some 
packages were consistently rated highly so it was evidently possible to satisfy 
evaluators. `Effective Presentations', for example, was highly rated on the four 
occasions it was evaluated. Similarly, `Teach Yourself MS Word' was consistently 
highly rated. 
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Total scores indicate that there was a large percentage of adequate packages over all 
evaluations. Why was this so? Could this relate to a successful partnership between 
subject and the chosen media combination? For example, spreadsheets and 
simulation were a successful pairing. Here, the 
advantage to the student was that learning takes place in a real time situation and the 
results of actions are seen on the screen. The comparison between computer and 
video based packages showed that only in image clarity did the video prove to have an 
advantage. The packages involved here were those teaching computer based skills, 
for example, word processing and spreadsheets. It could be argued therefore that to 
teach computer-based skills, a computer-based package is to be preferred and that a 
simulation obviously should be used to teach spreadsheets. This would appear to be a 
common sense approach. General management skills, such as thinking positively, 
were successful if taught via a tutorial approach. The basic theories behind these 
types of skills can be covered by a tutorial, which can also illustrate them via suitable 
examples. These hypothetical situations or case studies involving the use of 
principles are valuable to the student. However some management skills, particularly 
those involving personnel management, would be difficult to cover via a tutorial. 
Here, practical experience cannot be equated to a tutorial involving use of computer- 
based techniques. 
To what degree does courseware which utilises computer-based aids give a more or 
less acceptable learning experience to ensure this is the first objective of the study. 
To reach a figure for this, it is necessary to discount the totals for individual packages 
and use the overall percentages of users who were satisfied with all packages at a 
certain site on a particular feature. Taking these figures from the tables in Chapter 4, 
the following table emerges: 
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Table 1 
LOCATION I SATISFACTORY 
Loughborough, April, 1993 73% 
Hatfield, October, 1993 63% 
Edinburgh, November, 1994 62% 
Loughborough, February, 1995 76% 
Loughborough, March, 1995 70% 
Loughborough, August, 1995 61% 
Therefore, at any time, over two-thirds of users were funding packages acceptable, a 
high degree of acceptance. 
More important than the successful twinning of subject and media is the quality and 
quantity of the individual features of the packages. An evaluation of these features 
was the second objective of the study. The results of the evaluation have previously 
been summarised by the answers to two questions; the overall quality of the 
presentation of each package and the overall quality of the content. Figures from a 
previous chapter show that there was a higher percentage of satisfaction with the 
content than the design and that tutors were more dissatisfied than students. 
Generally, presentation or design involves technical expertyise which can offten be 
more easily upgraded than when there is a problem with content. The results suggest 
that package providers may be more concerned with content than design. It does not 
appear from this analysis that evaluators took an excessive interest in design elements, 
but it may be that design involves a high degree of personal preference. 
Table 2 compares averages of features found in highly-rated packages with those from 
all packages. Column A contains the average of highly-rated packages; B- the 
overall average; C- the difference between these two averages; and D- the difference 
between the top and bottom averages of highly-rated packages. The results derive 
from the questionnaire used at Loughborough in 1993 and at the University of 
Hertfordshire. 
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First, there was a marked similarity between the scores at both sites. The results similarly 
show that, with some minor exceptions, highly-rated packages were considered to be above 
average in all their features, and were correspondingly more acceptable because they were 
better all-round. 
Second, presentation features - clear instructions, adequate feedback and easy 
navigation - were stron`, as were content features - assisting computer literates, 
beginners in computing, and multiple groups. However, other content features relating 
to the amount and level of material for the beginners in computing and computer 
literates prove that even highly rated packages have difficulty in showing superiority 
in these areas. This fact was underlined by the use of asterisks to denote the fact that 
one or more averages of highly rated packages fell below the overall average in these 
areas. 
An interpretation of the pattern of asterisks might be that a highly rated package must 
first assist both the beginner in computing and the computer-literate, be suitable for 
a variety of groups, and have clear instructions and adequate feedback. These are the 
prerequisites. In other areas, chiefly in the amount and level of the material and using 
the package as a sole teacher, the level may be more in line with that of an average 
package. 
Although packages were supposed to be suited to various groups of students, in 
practice there was clearly a distinction in terms of response between those who were 
computer-literate and those were beginners to computing. This difference was affected 
both by the amount of material presented and by the level at which it was presented. 
Hence, a variety of packages developed separately for the two `roups, beginners and 
computer literates, would seem to be sustainable. 
Column D, the differences in the top and bottom averages, which was, for the most 
part, minimal, highlighted the first point: that highly-rated packages were all round 
better, no one package average proving to be exceptionally high in one area and low 
in another. 
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Table 3 highlights the percentage of packages which failed to meet an acceptable level with 
regard to the individual features. The data related to the two questionnaires from 
Loughborough University 1993 and the University of Hertfordshire. 
TABLE 3 
QUESTION FEATURE 
PERCENTAGE OF 
FAILURE 
I Assist beginners in computing 19 
lb Assist computer-literate 9 
2 Suitable for multiple groups 6 
3 Package as sole teacher 16 
4a Amount of material beginners 34 
4b Amount of material computer-literate 38 
4c Level of material beginners 25 
4d Level of material computer-literate 44 
5 Clear instructions 13 
5b Adequate feedback 22 
5c Easy navigation 16 
Clearly, most packages which failed did so in trying to satisfy the needs of those who are 
beginners and those who are computer-literate in amount and level of material, particularly 
in the level of material for the computer-literate. Therefore, below-average packages and 
highly-rated packages had problems in the same areas, i. e., amount and level of content. 
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Table 4 is a comparison of the averages of highly-rated packages with the averages from all 
packages with regard to features in all other evaluations, i. e., Edinburgh, Loughborough 
University, 1995 graduate and undergraduate students. As with the previous comparison, 
column A consists of the average of highly-rated packages; column B- overall average; C- 
difference between the two averages; and D- difference between the top and bottom 
averages of the highly rated packages. 
Here, again, the averages of highly-rated packages were mostly higher in all areas than the 
average for all packages. Similarly, the differences in the top and bottom averages, column 
D, for highly-rated packages were, with a few exceptions, minimal, indicating good all- 
round scores. However, there were differences in the strength of advantage displayed by 
the same features over the four experiments. Highly-rated packages which provided mainly 
computer-based skills. (i. e. those in the Edinburgh experiment), showed a higher 
percentage of advantage in terms of presentation features - ranging from colour and 
graphics to structure and lay-out - than packages in the Loughborough 1995 experiment. 
which dealt with more general management skills topics. The strength of these packages 
was in, for example, answers to questions, perhaps to be expected from tutorial packages. 
In some cases, denoted by asterisks, highly-rated packages fell below the total average. 
There was at least one asterisk against all features except 'enjoyment'. This points to the 
probability that. while highly-rated packages are enjoyable, they should not be expected to 
be above average in all criteria/features. 
Table 5 highlights the percentage of packages which failed to meet an acceptable level with 
regard to individual features. The data relate to the four questionnaires: Edinburgh 
University, Graduate Students, Undergraduate Students and Loughborough University 
1995. 
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TABLE 5 
QUESTION FEATURE 
PERCENTAGE 
OF FAILURE 
1 Structure and layout 14 
2 Orientation 7 
3 Ease of movement 38 
4 Relevant to general LIS training 48 
5 Sufficient interactivity 12 
6 Explanation to questions asked 19 
7 Error messages - do they clarify'? 53 
8 Learning reinforcement 21 
9 Enjoyment 49 
10 Colour and graphics 49 
11 Appropriateness of language/tone 12 
12 Overall content 12 
13 Overall presentation 23 
Here, packages which failed did so in their need to meet the needs of LIS training. This 
could relate to the perceptions of students and tutors into what constitutes LIS training as 
overall content failure rates were low. Error messages failed to clarify the situation. in 
many cases a teaching or design fault. Enjoyment and colour and graphics could be linked, 
both received high failure scores. The wide range of features in which packages failed to 
meet an acceptable level proves the difficulties which face the developers of commercial 
packages. 
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One of the important objectives of the study was to find out if the use of computer-based 
techniques met the requirements of students, tutors and academic staff. The results allow 
some generalisation on this point from packages which are satisfactory. There are 
differences between students and tutors which depend on the media mix, features of the 
packages and subject to be taught. 
The results from the experiments can be summarised as follows: 
Research students 
Older students: 
inexperienced in the topics and with computers are SATISFIED 
experienced in the topics and with computers are LESS SATISFIED 
Tutors 
experienced in the topic and with computers and evaluation are LESS SATISFIED 
Other students 
Young students: 
experienced in the use of computers, but not always in the topic, are SATISFIED 
In addition, students whose mother tongue was not English were no less satisfied than 
other students, an indication that the appeal of the packages is universal. It appears that 
the evaluation experience of tutors and those who have used packages previously leads to a 
more critical approach. Similarly, students with more subject and computer experience 
have greater expectations of packages. 
Could gender be a significant factor? The results for research students showed that other 
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factors - namely computer experience, domain knowledge, subject to 
be taught, discipline 
of student - were very important. A qualitative comparison of the views of male and female 
students was not possible as only two female students were interviewed. This non- 
importance of gender for computer-based information activities at university level accords 
with previous work. 
Were tutors and librarians satisfied? In principle, they were prepared to be satisfied because 
they saw the potential advantages. For example, packages were viewed as a way to save 
time by busy tutors. More students could be taught in less time with greater flexibility in 
time and space and, moreover, students would not feel harassed. However, tutors proved, 
in practice, to be less satisfied than students. Tutors believed that evaluation showed the 
need to improve the quality of packages. They also came to the view that information 
deficiencies found via evaluation should be disseminated to other tutors and also to 
developers of packages. Self-sufficient packages were often seen as simply one stage in the 
use of technology. Tutors saw other avenues - for example, the use of the Internet - as 
overtaking packages in the future (although, of course, such packages can be, and are, 
made available over the Internet with little or no change). 
Because tutors had, in most cases, both experience of packages and teaching knowledge, 
they tended to form rapidly entrenched views of packages. These appeared both in the 
interviews and their comments. Some tutors had developed or adapted packages. They 
found this time-consuming and so did not wish to face a need for adapting bought-in 
packages. Others found that packages were limited in their ability to teach all levels of 
student. Despite these reservations, all tutors were still interested in attending evaluation 
sessions and hoped to see continuing improvements in packaged educational material. To 
summarise, tutors were interested in packages because of their cost-efficiency and the 
hoped-for educational benefits when teaching more and more students. Their concerns 
were for the quality of the packages as a way to learn, a lack of reliable evaluation of new 
packages, and a fear that the speed of technological change would make packages 
redundant so that the time they had spent on integrating packages into their courses would 
prove to be a waste of effort. 
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Additional information regarding the expectations of these groups were collected from 
comments and interviews. Many of the expectations reflect directly on the answers to 
questions from the questionnaire, e. g. the package as sole teacher and the results are 
reported previously. The expectations of tutors and other academic staff relate to 
administrative difficulties, e. g. class size, space, costs, currency and suitability for diverse 
groups. There were indications from some comments that certain packages met these 
criteria but not in all cases. 
The expectations of students and level of their enthusiasm was high. Perhaps because of 
their inexperience, they tended to be more satisfied than academic staff. Their main 
disappointments, apart from their responses to questionnaire questions, were in the areas of 
approach and tone. There were numerous references to a patronising tone, sexist language, 
use of jargon, and bias, either to the United States or business. 
A further objective of the study was to examine the extent to which infrastructural and 
environmental features impinge on the quality of the learning experience. It is clear that the 
past experiences of tutors and students affected their responses to the packages. The mail 
questionnaire provided an opportunity to see how evaluators responded to packages which 
they evaluated in their home environment. 
The results of the mail questionnaire are shown in Table 6. A comparison between the 
averages of highly-rated packages and the total average has been drawn. The results show 
again that highly-rated packages were successful all-round in that they were, with minor 
exceptions, above average in all areas and that the differences between the top and bottom 
scores were generally minimal. 
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From this viewpoint, the environmental factors relating to evaluation at a distance evidently 
made little difference. 
Answers to three questions had a direct bearing on the distance learner: installation; start-up 
and close down; self-sufficiency. The overall averages showed that in these three topics, 
there were no problems. Answers to other questions which had a particular relevance to 
distance learning showed that, in terms of sufficient interactivity, learning reinforcement, 
explanations in answer to questions and access to help and explanations, highly-rated 
packages, at least, were not considered to be disadvantageous to the distance learner. 
As has already been mentioned, the cost of package-based teaching was of particular 
concern to tutors. Here, the highly-rated packages were particularly successful and were 
considered cost-efficient. One topic of major interest was whether commercial packages, 
not designed for LIS, could be successful in that area. Some tutors indicated via interview 
comments that this was important and represented a deficiency in the packages they 
evaluated. However, the strong response from answers on highly-rated packages from 
the mail questionnaire was that, for some topics, the relevance of examples to LIS was 
not important. Certainly, so far as basic skills were concerned, packages would be relevant 
to LIS teaching although not developed particularly for LIS students. Results from 
previous evaluations, i. e. the Edinburgh, Undergraduate/Graduate and Loughborough 
1995 evaluations, showed that content was an area where highly-rated packages were, in 
general, well regarded, i. e. they had relevance to LIS. 
Can the presence of written materials, an additional feature involving infrastructional 
preferences, improve the learning situation? Of the three most highly-rated packages in the 
mail evaluation, two included written materials. This reflected the general point that good 
explanatory material in different formats could enhance the teaching properties of a 
package. 
The final objective of the study was to find out if the skills and aptitudes of students play a 
major role in the process of acceptance. Tutors feel, from their experience, that mature 
students are more likely than younger students to experience problems in interacting with 
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an automated system. This perception was reflected by the difference in response to the 
question on enjoyment by graduate and undergraduate students. For many mature 
students, learning is via books and tutors; they are less clear concerning the role of 
computers. Indeed, books were specifically mentioned in some comments by mature 
students as being equal or superior to computer-based packages as a way to learn. 
However, this point should not be over-emphasised: the difference of opinion between 
younger and older students was actually quite small. 
The fact that no one package or, presumably, book can fit the needs of all was brought out 
in both comments and evaluative analysis. Given this, evaluators may have discounted 
some differences due to computer experience. Overall, however, tutors felt that the 
beginner to computing would benefit more than the computer-literate from packages, if the 
level of content were also acceptable. 
To what degree, then, do computer-based packages give a more or less acceptable learning 
experience - the first investigative aim of the present study? It appears that reasonable 
agreement can be found between undergraduates, postgraduates and tutors concerning 
packaged material which provides a good learning experience. Highly-rated packages 
generally, but not always, gave all-round satisfaction to all three groups. For specific 
packages, however, satisfaction may depend on factors involving student characteristics, 
knowledge and perceptions, tutor perceptions and a variety of package characteristics 
(including subject to be taught, quality of features and media mix). 
6.5 Enhanced Reading Lists - Models 
Since the aims and objectives of this part of the study are broad, it was important that the 
model allowed for data from a variety of sources to be collected and analysed. The results 
therefore represent information seeking in its broadest context, as part of the learning 
process. Students need such lists for their assignments; tutors are constantly revising and 
updating the lists; environmentalinfrastructural features and technology are changing. 
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The adopted model helped in the analysis process by drawing attention to points which 
especially affected overall success. For example, it highlighted insufficient computer access 
as a feature which detracted from the success of the learning process. Other factors relating 
to the infrastructure/environment, such as lack of adequate texts and their availability, were 
also clearly indicated by the model. In addition, the model enabled a clearer picture of the 
support mechanisms available to, and used by students to be gained. In the case of history 
students, these proved to be keywords from assignment questions, descriptors found in the 
enhanced lists and recommendations from tutors. 
The model failed to emphasise the need for a two-way flow of information, that is, from 
information system to student as well as from student to information system. It also failed 
to emphasise the importance of perceptions of students and tutors of an enhanced reading 
list. This was meant to be covered in the model by infrastructural/environmental features, 
but these aspects should have been given greater recognition as answers to questionnaires 
and interviews showed. Many tutors and students failed to realise the potential benefits of 
enhanced reading lists, which therefore presented them with an inferior learning experience. 
A comparison of usage of the printed list and the enhanced list was similarly based on the 
postulated model. However, the role of the library catalogue was not made clear by the 
model. It became apparent from analysis of the responses that the library catalogue was of 
major importance: not simply as a way to recognise relevant texts but also as a way to locate 
and retrieve texts which may or may not be in the library. 
In summary, the adopted model was successful because it took account of the range of 
components which are involved. However, the results indicate that it was to some extent 
superficial and did not fully reflect the flexibility which the information-seeking process 
demands. 
6.6 Enhanced Reading Lists - Previous Work 
Hildreth (1989) emphasised the fact that successful interaction involves meaningful 
dialogue to find out what the user needs in order to obtain better results. Results showed 
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that students were able to select suitable materials using the enhanced list. However, there 
was no indication that these were a better selection than those selected from a printed list. 
Even so, the interaction must have been well-designed with the student in mind for the 
selection to have been satisfactory. 
What was revealed was that students would have preferred more information. This can be 
related to the role of the book list, a topic of concern to Ramsden (1991) and echoed in 
interviews with tutors. If the purpose of the reading list is purely directional, author and 
title, plus shelf location, will suffice. If the purpose is to give further information to aid 
selection and educate, then an annotated list is more appropriate. This latter type of entry 
might provide, for example, date, publisher, preface, details of layout, reviews, authority 
and other features, in the case of reference material. The selection of answers from tutors 
as to what they wanted from a reading list often indicated that they had not differentiated 
between these types of reading lists, nor whether they could provide aid in dissimilar 
situations. 
The result of appropriate and adequate interaction should, in this case, be the finding of 
relevant texts. As Van Orden (1991), Michelak (1990) and Dillon (1991) have noted, an 
increase in the number of subject headings results in more hits, but with less precision in the 
finding of relevant texts - the normal case with information retrieval. Students proved that 
they had little difficult in finding 'hits'; precision was less important because they combined 
information from various sources. However, it might be hypothesised that the size of the 
reading list, confined as it is to a single topic, should be a factor in leading a student to the 
right text. It might also be assumed that precision is accomplished through details of 
content: certainly, the combination of title and content proved to be the most popular 
choice of students. 
6.7 Enhanced Reading Lists - Aims and Objectives 
The aim of the study was to evaluate the reading lists to discover whether they fulfilled 
expectations and to examine the reasons for their success or failure. In fact, this aim was 
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partially realised. Much information was gathered on the reasons why the lists were 
successful or otherwise. Data on the expectations of tutors and students showed a singular 
lack of expectation on their part. Both groups appeared to react to the lists, rather than 
compare the lists against a set of criteria which they had predetermined. Also, students 
with access to the printed list, in general, could see no advantage to the automated list, even 
after an orientation session. If expectations are low, it might be argued that the lists could 
only be successful. However, infrastructural features proved to be decisive and the lists 
were actually less successful than they might otherwise have been. 
So, to what degree were these lists acceptable? This was the first objective of the study. 
Unlike the evaluation of commercial packages, where mainly quantitative methods were 
used, evaluation in this case was mainly confined to general comments and an examination 
of the process involved. However, some quantitative data was collected. From general 
comments, there were indications that there was a degree of satisfaction with computerised 
lists among students. They appreciated the additional information and accessibility which 
was provided when they used the system. Tutors responded differently. Many wanted 
evidence of how it would benefit themselves and their students before embarking on the 
extra work it entailed. 
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TABLE 7 
READING LIST AND INFORMATION AND LIBRARY STUDIES 
STUDENTS AT LOUGHBOROUGH 
TECHNICAL ASPECTS * STUDENT RESPONSE 
Easy access/exit Very positive 
Easy navigation/moving about Very positive 
Clarity of image Positive 
Colour Less positive 
Layout of screen (not bibliographic) Less positive 
Layout of screen (bibliographic) Less positive 
Sufficiency of information Not positive 
Print facility (easy to find) Less positive 
Link to library catalogue Less positive 
* From Loughborough 
In qualitative terms, Table 7 analyses the features of the system in terms of student 
response. These findings are based on quantitative data from Chapter 5 
As with the evaluation of commercial packages, students proved to be most ambivalent 
concerning various design and technical aspects of the lists. The rating on information' in 
the entry shows that students did have expectations regarding this feature. They wanted 
more information, rather than less, for this feature to succeed. 
However, overall, although there was a reasonable level of satisfaction. it was not 
consistent across all features or individuals. This is shown by the table regarding features 
and the remarks under comments. 
The review of features used by ILS students shows that they relied heavily on title and 
contents to make their selection. There were indications that special annotations by tutors 
were needed. So, which features had an impact on the learning outcome'? 
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In the History Department, students exhibited a variety of preferences with regard to 
features: 
+ Students used author, title, shelf location and contents heavily when making their 
selections. They were very aware of significant authors because of exposure to this 
information from tutors, who, in some cases, directed students to such authors in 
class. Titles of non-fiction texts were often seen as highly indicative of content. 
Shelf location was important because the students wished to find the material 
immediately after the search. 
+ Each assignment question was numbered and students gained access to the reading 
list for that assignment by keying in the number. They liked this because it speeded 
up their search. 
+ Comments and interviews proved that the inclusion of additional features would be 
appreciated, namely, a standardisation of descriptors; inclusion of shelf location 
symbols (where this was not included); keyword searching; full, not truncated titles; 
as little scrolling as possible. 
As has been shown by Table 7, ILS students found no problems with entry/exit and 
navigation. As with History students, title and content were heavily used. However, 
because of the different reasons for the search by the two groups, and the way the 
information was presented, detailed comparison is not possible. This reflects the need for 
flexibility in the way lists are presented. They must suit the needs of the individual tutor or 
course. The list must support the type of learning experience provided, whether it be 
simply to direct the student, or to provide the student with a permanent solution. The use 
of technology gives a wider range of options. 
How well suited, then, were the enhanced reading lists to the expectations of students and 
tutors'? 
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+ Students who had used the enhanced lists were pleased with them because they 
speeded up their searches. Students who only had access to the printed list tended 
to see no advantage in the enhanced list, though they had taken part in the 
introductory session. The requirements of tutors were not examined in these 
experiments. However, it was possible to ascertain that the concerns of individual 
tutors with reading lists differ widely from subject to subject and course to course. 
This was noted by tutors during the interviews at Loughborough University. 
To speed up the selection process, infrastructiona /environmental features needed to be 
improved, mainly in the area of provision of more terminals networked to the library 
catalogue, in the first instance. Second, the provision of additional information for each 
entry would allow for easier access to relevant texts. This avenue of approach might 
culminate in full-text retrieval. However, students who only had access to the printed list 
did not appear to think that the enhanced list would speed up their search. This might be 
because they, like some tutors, were not aware of the possible advantages. 
Students in both departments had computer experience at a variety of levels. Students with 
little computer experience in the History Department still chose to use the automated list 
and appeared to be satisfied with the experience. However, the results of the talk-through 
interviews showed that students who had used computer systems previously were more 
confident. Similarly, the general interviews indicated students thought that prior computer 
experience was useful. It seems that students may feel negative towards a system because 
they lack knowledge of that particular system, not through lack of computer experience in 
general. 
The degree of general computer experience which is necessary in order to feel comfortable 
in this type of situation was indicated, in part, by the student answers. Here, a comparison 
of the search results of students who were fairly comfortable and those who were 
comfortable/completely comfortable showed no significant differences. The implication is 
that students who have a reasonable amount of computer experience will be able to use 
successfully a system such as an enhanced reading list. Though there will always be 
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apprehension in the face of a system they have not previously employed, use of new 
systems produces confidence in students. 
On the topic of gender, there proved to be differences in the proportion of male and female 
students who chose to use the enhanced lists in the History Department. Female students 
were more inclined to select materials using the printed list, or both types of list, if given the 
choice, than their male counterparts. A high percentage of females chose to consult both 
lists to check for additional information. In answer to the questionnaire distributed to ILS 
students, females used more features in their selection. There is some indication that the 
differing backgrounds and motivations of the students played a part here. 
In summary, the enhanced lists proved generally acceptable to students. Students at 
varying levels of computer literacy and of both genders felt able to use the system The 
main perceived advantage was speed. 
Infrastructional/environmental features play a part in the success or otherwise of the 
learning experience. These have already been discussed; they are listed below: 
" Lack of understanding of the role of the reading list. This is a feature that it is basic 
to the whole process, from input by tutors to finding the 'best' text. 
0 Lack of sufficient terminals which led to frustration, queuing and slowed the entire 
process. 
0 Lack of a facility to link the lists to the search process (i. e. a link to the library 
catalogue). 
0 Lack of copies of the texts. This may be because of a lack of funding for library 
collections, unavailability of texts because they were out of print, an increase in the 
number of students with less increase in the number of texts, etc. Here, full-text 
retrieval may be an answer, provided suitable agreements could be made with 
publishers. 
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" Expectation that 'technology' would solve problems without much assistance from 
humans. In answer to questions, tutors perceived that the process was out of their 
hands; it was not up to them to make the decisions. To some extent this was 
echoed by students, more especially those taking History. 
The final objective relating to reading lists was to discover if the skills and aptitudes of users 
relate to acceptance. Considering the difficulties experienced by History students, due to 
infrastructural and environmental limitations, students who had access to the enhanced 
reading lists reacted well to the system. Those who used the enhanced list only valued the 
experience of using it, while those who used both lists also checked the enhanced list for 
additional data. The students who had only the printed list indicated that they were satisfied 
with it, and did not react positively to the possibility of using the enhanced list. It may well 
be that preferences will change in the future as more students experience automated lists. 
Those students who had access to the enhanced list did not make full use of all the features; 
they concentrated on the aspects expected to be of most use from previous experience with 
printed material and OPACs. History students made full use of descriptors and key words 
for access and comments for further information. Amongst ILS students, title and contents 
were popular. In both cases, easy access and helpful information were highlighted as being 
the important reasons for using the system 
6.8 Conclusions 
In relation to the preceding discussion regarding packages and enhanced reading lists, the 
following conclusions are drawn in relation to the aims and objectives listed in the 
introduction. 
* To what degree does courseware which utilises computer-based aids dive a more 
or less acceptable learning experience? 
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In the case of packages, there was a high degree of opinion which endorsed the use 
of packages (68%). While DILS students at Loughborough endorsed the enhanced 
reading lists, the level of information which was provided was not considered 
satisfactory. Therefore, there was not a total endorsement. 
* Which features attributed to the courseware contribute to a more or less acceptable 
learning experience? 
From Tables 3 and 5, the following features emerge as being more or less likely to 
contribute to a good learning experience in the case of the packages surveyed. 
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TABLE 8 
TABLE MORE ACCEPTABLE FEATURES % of FAILURE 
3 Suitable for multiple groups 6 
Assist computer literate 9 
Clear instructions 13 
Package as sole teacher 16 
Easy navigation 16 
Assist beginners in computing 19 
5 Orientation 7 
Overall content 12 
Appropriateness language/tone 12 
Structure and layout 19 
Explanations to questions asked 19 
TABLE 8 
TABLE I LESS ACCEPTABLE FEATURES % of FAILURE 
3 Adequate feedback 22 
Level of material 25 
Amount of material 34 
Amount of material - computer-literate 38 
Level of information - computer-literate 44 
5 Learning reinforcement 21 
Overall presentation 23 
Ease of movement 38 
Relevant to LIS training 48 
Colour and graphics 49 
Enjoyment 49 
Error messages - do they clarify? 53 
The research into enhanced reading lists showed that students relied heavily on traditional 
library catalogue features: author, title and shelf location. They also liked the contents 
feature but wanted features which would speed up their searches, namely full title, key word 
searches, some standardisation of descriptors and helpful information, e. g. tutor 
recommendations. They should be presented in a clear and accessible format. 
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.. In general terms, what expectations of computer-based aids do tutors, other academic 
staff and students have? Are these expectations regarding the computer-based learning 
experience satisfied? 
From the comments and interviews, certain broad expectations of tutors and other 
academic staff were highlighted with regard to packages. They were met in the case of 
individual packages but not all. Students, less experienced in evaluation, were interested 
and enthused. Their main concerns were with the tone and bias of packages although 
students who were more experienced in the topic and in the use of computers were more 
critical. 
Students wanted enhanced reading lists to speed up their searches, find the texts quicker 
and make better choices. In many cases, they had few expectations as a range of 
possibilities was not presented. Many tutors outside DILS exhibited a similar outlook. 
* Do infrastructural and environmental factors affect the quality of the learning 
experience? 
The results of the mail questionnaire concluded that tutors had no problems with regard to 
running the packages, their self-sufficiency and cost. Comments revealed no other outside 
impediments which could impede quality learning. Students were not questioned and may 
have found problems. 
The users of enhanced reading lists experienced problems due to conditions out of their 
control, e. g. lack of terminals, copies of texts. These features would not help to provide a 
quality learning experience. 
* Do the skills and aptitudes of users play a significant role in the process of 
acceptance? 
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Tutors and students with more domain knowledge and computer competency were 
more critical of certain packages. However, this did nor prove that they would not 
accept packages as a whole. From student questionnaires it was obvious that most 
students used the computer on a regular basis. This means there is a need for 
improved packages if they are to succeed. 
Students who used the enhanced reading lists often had little idea of what the lists 
could achieve, a first barrier to acceptance. Students who had a strong interest in the 
use of technology accepted the reading lists more readily than others who had less 
interest and skills in the area of computer technology. 
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6.90 Conclusions in relation to the World Wide Web 
How, then, do these conclusions relate to the growing use of the World Wide Web for 
independent learning? While the transmission and adaptation of packages over the 
World Wide Web is possible and good packages were seen as acceptable by many 
staff and students, there are disadavantages and advantages, as shown below: 
EXAMPLES OF ADVANTAGES EXAMPLES OF DISADVANTAGES 
" Work at own pace " Lack of human contact, e. g. tutor 
" Repeat package as and when " Problems of motivation 
necessary " Home environment may not be 
" Saving on time and money suitable 
spend on transportation 
" Students are enthusiastic " Poor quality of some packages 
" On-line assessment " Feeling of a loss of control 
" Reasonable level of acceptance " Time saving? 
of packages 
In summary, although there are disadvantages, they are not insurmountable given the 
importance of technology and its capabilities, the enthusiasm of students and the 
ability of staff. 
6.10 Reflections on Methodology and Modularisation 
AA cloae examination of the actual methods used in the research highlighted the 
following conclusions: 
Basic plan regarding the relationship between the objectives and methodology 
was sound. 
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2 There was a problem with the analysis of small numbers of each location because it 
gave no chance for sweeping statistical conclusions. However, basic analysis proved to 
be useful to identify good packages. 
3 The objectives proved to be too broad and overlapped at times. However, future 
research could be more specific based on the results of these broad objectives. 
4 Interviews in future research to be more controlled, less open-ended and based on 
information found in this research. This will enable more clear-cut information to be 
obtained. 
5 Difficulty in defining the relationship between the two projects, ie the enhanced reading 
lists as complementary to the packages. 
6 Overall. At the time the research was undertaken, the idea of using packages and 
computerised enhanced reading lists was new. Therefore, evaluation of these needed to 
take a wide view. It outlined problems which needed, and still need, investigation. 
Further to these conclusions, the following points could enhance future research in these areas: 
1 Observational techniques could now be used which enable researches to view users in 
action and ask them to talk through their experience and highlight any problems. 
2 The use of small numbers did provide statistically significant data and provided 
information on how differing groups approached the experience. Further research can 
now move to the analysis of larger numbers in one group, in the light of information 
gathered from the smaller group. 
3 The two projects relied on two types of access, enhanced reading lists were online, the 
packages stand-alone. The methodology used highlighted infrastructural and 
environmental problems with online access which indicate a distinctly separate 
approach could be taken to the evaluation of online projects in future. 
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B During the period of research, there has been a growth in modularisation. This has led 
to advantages and disadvantages for staff and students. 
EXAMPLES OF ADVANTAGES EXAMPLES OF DISADVANTAGES 
" More opportunity to develop computer " Possibility of loss of contact with staff and 
skills students 
" Assessment " Upheaval following introduction of 
" Developing courses, eg use of package modularisation left no time to innovate 
" Saving in time and space through use of " Need to cope with teaching about software 
laboratories which is changing constantly 
" Flexible Learning, eg saving staff time 
Due to an increase in the number of students with a wide range of abilities and an increasing 
emphasis on the use of CBL, staff have been interested in packages. However, they have not 
felt that they have had sufficient time to evaluate and exploit them. This conflict is seen in 
some of the comments quoted in the thesis. 
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Appendix I 
CTI Pre-Evaluation Questionnaire 
Name: 
................................................................................................... 
Department: 
....................................................................................................... 
Research Topic: 
....................................................................................................... 
Age: 18-24 [] 25-40 [] 41-45 [] 55+ [] 
Sex: Male [] Female [] 
Country of origin: ..................................................................... 
Occupation (prior to becoming a research student) 
1. Have you any previous computing experience? Yes [] No [] 
If no, please go to Question 7 
2. Have you studied word-processing before coming to LU? Yes [] No [] 
If no, please go to Question 5 
3. What type of documents did you produce? 
Business letters Yes [] No [] 
Memos Yes [] No [) 
Reports Yes [] No [] 
Other Yes [] No [] 
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4 
5 
6 
7 
Which particular software package(s) have you used and how would you rate 
your competence'? 
Package name .......................... Beginner 
[] Competent [] Good [] 
Package name .......................... Beginner 
[] Competent [] Good [] 
Package name .......................... Beginner 
[] Competent [] Good [] 
Have you used any other software packages? 
Spreadsheets Yes [ ] No [] 
Integrated Yes [ ] No [] 
Databases Yes [ ] No [] 
Others Yes [ ] No [] 
Are you familiar with a computer keyboard? Yes [] No [] 
Do you have any typing experience? Yes [] No [] 
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Appendix II 
EVALUATION OF PACKAGE 
If you would like clarification of the terms used in the evaluation, please ask. 
Otherwise, tick the relevant boxes to evaluate the package as a learning experience. 
How clear are the images on the screen (computer or video)?: 
A Very clear [] 
B Adequate [] 
C Poor [] 
2. How clearly are the instructions presented?: 
A Very clearly [] 
B Clearly [] 
C Fairly clearly [] 
D Poorly presented [] 
3. Was the langua`e used easy to understand?: 
A Very easy [] 
B Easy [] 
C Fair [] 
D Difficult [] 
4. Was it easy to control the speed of the package? 
A Very easy [] 
B Easy [] 
C Fair [] 
D Difficult [] 
5. Did you find it easy to concentrate for a long time on the package? 
A Very easy [] 
B Fairly easy [] 
C Not easy [ 
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6. How relevant are the contents of the package to what has been learned? 
A Very relevant [] 
B Fairly relevant [] 
C Partly relevant 
D Not at all relevant [] 
7. Were there many support mechanisms within the package itself which would 
help the learning process? 
A Many [] 
B Few [] 
C None [] 
8. Did you feel that the level of the content was relevant to your needs? 
A Relevant [] 
B Partly relevant [] 
C Not relevant [] 
9. How easy is the system to use? 
A Very easy [] 
B Easy [] 
C Not easy [] 
10. How would you rate this package as a way to learn? 
A Excellent [] 
B Good [] 
C Fairly good [] 
D Not good [] 
11. Please elaborate on your answer to question 10 and add any further general 
comments or suggestions: 
Signed 
...................... "................................................... Department ............................................................... 
279 
Appendix III 
Appendix E 
Name of package 
Evaluator 
Evaluation of teaching packages 
From your experience as a teacher, and after looking critically at this package, please 
comment on the following points: 
1. How well is this package likely to assist student learners of this topic? 
Beginners Existing Knowledge 
Considerably [][] 
Moderately [][] 
Poorly [][] 
2. For which of the following groups does it seem suitable? 
Yes No 
Undergraduate [][] 
Postgraduate [][] 
Research student [][] 
3. To what extent could this packge be used as a teaching device on its own, 
without other forms of assistant to the student learner? 
To a considerable extent [] 
To a moderate extent [] 
To a small extent [] 
Not at all [] 
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4. How would you rate the contents of the package? 
Too About Too 
high right low 
Amount of material for beginners [][][] 
Level of material for beginners [][][] 
Amount of material for computer-literate [][][] 
Level of material for computer-literate [][][] 
5. How would you rate the presentation of the package? 
Good Moderate Too high 
Clear instructions [][][] 
Adequate feedback [][][] 
Easy navigation [][][] 
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Co-operative Evaluation of Commercial Tutorial Packages 
Evaluation Form 
Section 1. Product Information 
Title: 
Objective: 
Selected because: 
Subject areas: 
Physical description: 
Duration (approx. ): 
Producer: Name: 
Address: 
UK Supplier 
Telephone: 
Name: 
Address: 
Fax: 
Telephone: 
Price(s): 
Prerequisite knowledge and skills: 
Keyboarding: 
Computing: 
Subject knowledge: 
Level of training: y Undergraduate 
Target Group: 
New users: 
Fax: 
Mouse: 
Networking: 
Postgraduate: Research/Teachin@: 
Existing users: 
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Package contents: Title of section 
Equipment required: Computer hardware: 
Type: 
Hard disk: 
Monitor: 
Network options 
Other hardware: 
Comments: 
Evaluator's name, address, phone number and job title: 
Other known evaluations of this package: 
Known published reviews of this package: 
Page/Screen/Video Counter number 
Model: 
RAM: 
Printer: 
Other requirements: 
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Section 2: Evaluation information 
PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE 
(a) Is the package totally self-sufficient and complete for the subject? YES/NO 
(b) Are the sequence and structure logical? YES/NO 
(c) Is the structure modular? YES/NO 
(di) Is there access by mouse? YES/NO 
(dii) Is there access by menus? YES/NO 
(e) Is there easy movement forwards and backwards and between modules? YES/NO 
(f) Is it possible to leave the package before completion? YES/NO 
(g) Is it possible to return to the package at the point where you left off? YES/NO 
(hi) Is the package relevant to the needs of LIS teaching? YES/NO 
(hii) Is the package relevant to the needs of general information and library YES/NO 
skills training? 
INTERACTIVITY AND ASSESSMENT 
(a) Is there sufficient interactivity to keep the user motivated YES/NO 
(b) Is learning reinforced? YES/NO 
(c) Are explanations given for answers to questions? YES/NO 
(d) Do error mesages clarify the problem? YES/NO 
(e) Is there a pre-learning assessment/test? YES/NO 
(f) Is there a post-learning assessment/test? YES/NO 
(gi) Are the case studies/examples/simulations relevant to LIS teaching? YES/NO 
(gii) Does it matter, for this topic? YES/NO 
USER-FRIENDLINESS 
(a) Is the package enjoyable or boring? YES/NO 
(b) Is the installation procedure simple? YES/NO 
(c) Are the start-up and close-down procedures simple? YES/NO 
(d) Is there a glossary of terms? YES/NO 
(e) Are the repsonse times reasonable? YES/NO 
(f) Is there access to help or explantions? YES/NO 
(g) Are the language, tone and level appropriate for the expected students? YES/NO 
(hi) Does the user feel in control, or controlled? YES/NO 
(hii) Will the user feel disoriented when using the system? YES/NO 
WRITTEN SUPPORT MATERIALS 
(a) Is the installation of the package adequately explained? YES/NO 
(b) Is the use of peripherals and other devices adequately explained? YES/NO 
(c) Are the learning objectives of the package defined? YES/NO 
(d) Are the contents and possible or recommended routes of the program YES/NO 
explained? 
(ei) Is the documentation totally self-sufficient? YES/NO 
(eii) If not, what is missing? YES/NO 
(fi) Does the documentation need tutor support? YES/NO 
(fii) If so, what is needed? YES/NO 
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DESIGN OF PACKAGE 
How do you rate the overall design of the package, taking into account such factors as: 
colour, graphics, text, pace, level of interest, approach to subject, and support materials? 
Overall rating: Very good: Good: Fair: Poor: Very poor: 
QUALITY 
How do you rate the package as a whole in terms of the quality of its contents? 
Overall rating: Very good: Good: Fair: Poor: Very poor: 
VALUE FOR MONEY 
How do you rate the package as a whole in terms of its value for money? 
Overall rating: Very good: Good: Fair: Poor: Very poor: 
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Signature of evaluator: Date: 
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4PPFvnTX V 
ýCT 
L COMPUTERS IN TEACHING 
INITIATIVE 
CENTRE ., FUR U BRARY 
AND INFORMATION STUDIES 
PACKAGE NAME 
PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE 
Is the lavouL and the aruccure of the course 
[] very clear [] clear ] no[ ac all clear'? 
Are you aware at all times where you are in the course? 
[I Yes [] sometimes [] no 
If the package is modular , 
is is easy to move between modules? 
[] very easy [] easy [] not ai ail easy 
Do you feel that this package is relevant for general information and library skills tr., _ :r 
[] very relevant [] relevan[ [] noc ai all relevant 
,- umher Comments on Purpose and Structure 
INTERACTIVITY 
Is there sufficient interactivity to keep the user motivated? 
[] yes [ Jno 
Are explanations given for answers to questions? 
[] yes [ no 
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>o error messages clarify the problem? 
[] yes [] sometimes [] no 
learning reinforced throughout the course? 
[] yes [] no 
urther Comments On Interactivity 
ISER FRIENDLLNESS 
s the package enjoyable to use? 
[] very enjoyable 
\re the use of colours and graphics pleasing? 
very pleasing 
s the language, tone and level appropriate to 
undergraduate students? 
postgraduate students? 
research students? 
lecturers? 
library staff? 
[] enjoyable [] not at all enjoyable 
[] pleasing [] nor particularly 
Further Comments on User Friendliness 
How do you rate the package in terms of its contents? 
[ ]very food [] food [] fair [] poor [] very poor 
How do you rate the overall design of the package, taking into account such factors as colour, 
graphics, text, pace etc? 
[ ]very good [] good [] fair [] poor [] very poor 
Further Comments 
Thank-voll 
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Appendix VI 
COMPUTER EXPERIENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Name: Year of Study: 
Country of origin: First language: 
Age group: 18-24 25-40 41-56 57+ 
Gender: Male: Female: 
1. Which computer packages have you used (e. g., WordPerfect, Excel, Word)? 
2. Which computer systems have you used (e. g., DOS, Windows, Macintosh)`? 
3. How often do you use a computer? 
a Every day 
b Every 2 to 3 days 
c Once a week 
d Once a month 
e Once a term 
f As little as possible 
4. How comfortable do you feel about using, the computer? 
a Very comfortable d Not very comfortable 
b Comfortable e Uncomfortable 
c Fairly comfortable 
25 January, 1995 
2x8 
Appendix VII 
STILE BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
Name: 
Courses to be taken during this academic year: 
Age: 18-24 () 25-40 () 41-55 () 55+ () 
Sex: Male: Female: 
1. Have you had any previous training in use of computers for history 
courses? 
Yes () No () 
2. Have you had any previous computer experience? Yes () No () 
3. If yes, was this previous experience: 
At the university () 
At home () 
Other () 
4. If yes, what did you use the computer for and why did you use the 
computer? 
5 In the past, have you found the library online catalogue to be useful? 
Yes () No () 
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Appendix VIII 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PROCITE PROJECT 
Name of student: 
Title of Option or 
Special Subject: 
If you were given a reading list, which one were you given (please tick those which 
apply): 
aa short introductory list [ 
ba full unclassified list [ 
ca full classified list, arranged under principal themes [] 
da full classified list, arranged by essay/seminar topic [ 
INTRODUCTION 
In finding materials for the assignment, did you: 
+ use only the printed list. Please answer questions 1,2,13 and 14 
+ use only the computerised reading, list. Please answer questions 3,4,7,8,9, 
10,11,12,13 and 14 
+ use both the printed and the computerised reading lists. Please answer 
questions 5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13 and 14. 
? 9O 
Why did you use the printed list only? (Please tick all which apply. ): 
2 
3 
a it was Laster to use the printed list 
b the computer terminals were not conveniently located 
c the computerised list was laborious to use 
dI did not feel comfortable using the computerised list 
e the computerised list was confusing to use 
f other (please specify) 
Did you read the printed list first and then seek materials in the Library? 
YES/NO 
How did you choose the appropriate materials? By (please tick all which 
apply): 
Author .............. Title ....................... 
Date of publication .............. 
Other 
....................... 
Used the printed list later . 
Asked friends for ideas 
Used the library catalogue 
Browsed the library shelves 
Asked the tutor for recommendaitons 
Other (please specify) 
Why did you choose to use the computerised reading list only? (Please tick 
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all which apply) 
aI thought it would give me more information 
b There was no printed list available 
cI thought it would be easier to find the information 
dI thought it would be quicker 
eI wanted experience of the computerised reading list 
f Printed lists are boring 
jI 
felt more in control using the computerised list 
h Other (please specify) 
4 How did you choose the appropriate materials? (Please tick all which apply) 
a Searched using descriptor terms provided in the descriptor fields .... 
b Searched using keywords of my own 
In this case, how did you determine which keywords to use: 
used keywords selected from the assignment questions 
ii used other keywords I thought were appropriate 
iii used keywords I found in the Library catalogue 
c Asked friends for ideas 
d Browsed through the computerised reading list 
e Asked the tutor for suggestions 
f Other (please specify) 
........................................................................................................................................... 
........................................................................................................................................... 
........................................................................................................................................... 
5 Why did you choose to use both lists? (Please tick one) 
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aI didn't feel comfortable using the printed list alone 
bI didn't feel comfortable using the computerised list alone 
c Other (please specify) 
............................................................................................................................... 
6 
7 
How did you find the appropriate materials? (Please tick all which apply) 
a used the printed list to search under: 
author ........ title ...... 
date of publication ....... other 
b Searched using descriptor terms provided in the descriptor fields .... 
c Searched using keywords of my own 
In this case, how did you determine which keywords to use: 
used keywords selected from the assignment questions 
ii used other keywords I thought were appropriate 
iii used keywords I found in the Library catalogue 
d Asked friends for ideas 
e Browsed through the computerised reading list 
f Asked the tutor for suggestions 
g Other (please specify) 
.......................................................................................................................................... 
........................................................................................................................................... 
In your use of the computerised list, to find information for your assignment, 
and for other course activities, e. g., tutorials, which features of the list did you 
293 
find useful (please tick all which apply): 
a author 
b title 
c publisher 
d date of publication 
e library shelf mark 
f contents list 
g references to essays and seminars 
h descriptors 
i see also references 
8 Where did you consult the computerised list? (Please tick all which apply) 
a in the library 
b in the Charles Wilson pc labs 
c in the Attenborough pc lab 
d in other terminal rooms on campus 
9 Approximately how many times did you consult the computerised list? 
a 1-2 times ..... b 
3-5 times ..... c 5-8 times ..... 
d 9-12 times e 13-15 times .... 
f more than 15 
times ...... 
10 Approximately how long did you spend on average at the computer for each of 
these sessions? 
a 1-5 minutes ..... 
b 6-10 minutes . 
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c 11-20 minutes ..... 
d 21-40 minutes ...... 
e 41-60 minutes ..... 
f over 60 minutes 
11 
12 
13 
14 
At any time, did you have difficulty finding a computer terminal or getting into 
a program? YES/NO 
Did you print out the results of your searches? YES/NO 
If yes, did you find the printed list helpful in locating books in the Library 
YES/NO 
Was the material readily available in the Library? 
Further comments, please. 
YES/NO 
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Appendix IX 
Name: 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please answer the following- six questions as fully as you can 
1 To select appropriate materials for your last assignment, did you (please check 
all which apply): 
a use the printed list 
b ask students for recommendations 
c use the library catalogue 
d browse the library shelves 
e ask the tutor for recommendations 
f search for items tutor recommended 
search for items recommended in texts already read 
h other (please specify) 
2 If you used the printed list, did you (please check all which apply) 
a go through the list item by item 
b pick out individual items you thought were relevant 
c other (please specific 
............................................................................................................................... 
h not applicable 
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3 If you checked 2b ' pick out individual items you thought were relevant', how 
did you select these items (please check all which apply) 
a matching words from the assignment question 
b matching words you thought were relevant 
c matching words from the library catalogue 
d looking for authors who are a recognised authority on the subject 
e looking for items the tutor had recommended 
f looking for items the tutor had written 
g looking for items students had recommended 
h other (please specify) 
1 not applicable 
4a having selected your materials, did you find them readily available on 
the library shelves? YES/NO 
b what proportion of the items were readily available? 
less than 20% 20% 40% 60% 80% over 80% 
5a did you feel confident that you had sufficient items? YES/NO 
b did you feel confident that you had the most relevant items? YES/NO 
6 From what you know of Pro-Cite and/or STILE, do you think that an automated 
book list would be an advantage? YES/NO 
Any further comments: 
Thank you for your assistance 
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APPENDIX X 
1 Gender Male () Female () 
2 Which computer packages have you used? (e. g. Word, Excel, FileMaker 
Pro, etc. ) 
3 Which computer systems have you used? (e. g. MS-DOS, Windows, 
Macintosh, UNIX, etc). Please list below 
4 What type of computeRs have you used in the past few years? 
IBM PC () Apple Macintosh () 
Amiga () Atari () 
Sega () Other (please specify) () 
5 How often would you say you use a computer? 
Every day () Once a month () 
Every 2-3 days () Less than once a month () 
Once a week () Never () 
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6 How skilled do you think you are at using a computer? Please circle the 
most appropriate word below: 
Expert Advanced Competent Novice Never used one 
Other (please specify) 
7 How comfortable do you feel about using a computer today? Please circle 
the most appropriate term below: 
Completely Comfortable Fairly Not very Thoroughly 
coMfortable comfortable comfortable comfortable uncomfortable 
8 In order to assist us in evaluating the success of our policy on Equal 
Opportunities, please complete the following: 
Country of Origin .................... "............................................................................... 
First language ......................................................................................................... 
Completion of the following section is entirely voluntary but would be 
helpful to the Project Team in evaluating the success of STILE as an open 
access tool: 
9 Your first or primary language ............................................... 
10 Are you motor disabled in any way, for example, is use of the mouse a 
problem for you? If so, please give details below: 
11 Are you in any way sight impaired? If so, please give details below: 
2 9cß 
Appendix XI 
Please comment on the following: 
1. Getting into the program: 
Easy 
....... Not easy ....... Difficult ........ 
2. Moving about within the program: 
Easy ....... Not easy ....... Difficult ....... 
3. Clarity of text: 
Good 
....... 
Fair 
........ Poor ..... 
4. Layout of individual screens: (not bibliographic screens) 
Good 
....... 
Fair 
....... Poor ........ 
5. Layout of bibliogrpahic screens: 
Good ...... Fair ...... Poor ....... 
6. Use of colour: 
Good ....... Fair ......... Poor ......... 
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7. Amount of information given on each individual bibliographic item: 
More than sufficient Sufficient Less than sufficient 
................................ ...................... ............................ 
8. How easy would the print facility be to operate: 
Easy ....... 
Not easy ....... 
Difficult ... 
9. How easy would it be to operate the link witht he library catalogue: 
10 Getting out of the program: 
Easy ..... 
Not easy ...... 
Difficult ...... 
11 Other comments: ............................................................................................. 
........................................................................................................................................... 
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Appendix XII 
QUESTION 1 
1. AUTHOR TITLE REASON SELECTED 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
FEATURES (PLEASE INDICATE) 
AUTHOR.. TITLE... EDITOR 
... JOURNAL.. YEAR ... PUBLISHER... ISBN ... ISSN ... ABSTRACT... CONTENTS (CHAPTER HEADINGS)... PREFACE... APPENDIX... 
COMMENTS... KEY PHRASE.. LEVEL.. SUBJECT... SHELF NO. .. AVAILABILITY... VERSION... USE... 
2. AUTHOR TITLE REASON SELECTED 
---------------------------------------------- 
FEATURES (PLEASE INDICATE) 
AUTHOR.. TITLE... EDITOR 
... JOURNAL ... YEAR ... PUBLISHER ... ISBN ... ISSN ... ABSTRACT... CONTENTS (CHAPTER HEADINGS)... PREFACE... APPENDIX... 
COMMENTS... KEY PHRASE... LEVEL... SUBJECT... SHELF NO 
... AVAILABILITY VERSION... USE... 
3. AUTHOR TITLE REASON SELECTED 
---------------------------------------------- 
FEATURES (PLEASE INDICATE) 
AUTHOR.. TITLE... EDITOR... JOURNAL... YEAR... PUBLISHER... ISBN... ISSN... 
ABSTRACT... CONTENTS (CHAPTER HEADINGS).. PREFACE... APPENDIX... 
COMMENTS... KEY PHRASE... LEVEL... SUBJECT... SHELF NO 
... AVAILABILITY VERSION... USE... 
4. AUTHOR TITLE REASON SELECTED 
FEATURES (PLEASE INDICATE) 
AUTHOR.. TITLE... EDITOR... JOURNAL... YEAR... PUBLISHER... ISBN ... ISSN ABSTRACT... CONTENTS (CHAPTER HEADINGS) 
... PREFACE.. APPENDIX... COMMENTS... KEY PHRASE... LEVEL... SUBJECT... SHELF NO 
... AVAILABILITY VERSION... USE... 
5. AUTHOR TITLE REASON SELECTED 
---------------------------------------------- 
FEATURES (PLEASE INDICATE) 
AUTHOR.. TITLE... EDITOR... JOURNAL... YEAR... PUBLISHER... ISBN... ISSN... 
ABSTRACT... CONTENTS (CHAPTER HEADINGS)... PREFACE... APPENDIX 
... COMMENTS... KEY PHRASE... LEVEL... SUBJECT... SHELF NO ... AVAILABILITY VERSION... USE... 
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6. AUTHOR TITLE REASON SELECTED 
FEATURES (PLEASE INDICATE) 
AUTHOR.. TITLE... EDITOR... JOURNAL... YEAR... PUBLISHER... SBN... ISSN... 
ABSTRACT... CONTENTS (CHAPTER HEADINGS)... PREFACE... APPENDIX... 
COMMENTS... KEY PHRASE... LEVEL... SUBJECT... SHELF NO... 
AVAILABILITY... VERSION... USE... 
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Effective Presentations; 
J 
J 
Appendix X In 
In terms of the audience 
needs 
® From your own point of view 
® 
-. From a list of points to be 
covered during the speech 
304 
Study 
Chapter Time Completed 
71, Tý Course Introduction & Computer Instructions 
1 The Listener's Point os Vies 20 mins 
2 Presentation Planning 15 minx 
3 Conducting the Presentation 45 rains 
Q Quit the Course 
i 
J 
LI 
auto - __ =' 
_ý-ý 
1 
it _-- xi_ _ ýý; relýý _ 
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rý 
j 
auto _ -_; Lu; - 
Sc, in sumsry 
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J 
j 
j 
'.. ,. '..,. ý iii-. ý: - ýýt'ý. t'i: ýý .-ý .-.. i Iu !ý "-ý, 
auto 
_ ý.. 
Chapter 
L 4' Course Introduction & Computer Instructions 
1 The Listener's Point of Vies 
2 Presentation Planning 
3 Conducting the Presentation 
Q Quit the Course 
Study 
Time Completed 
20 minx 
15 mins 
45 minx 
-1.. ý,. mn}..,, ý 
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STILE II , 
Reading ist Search 
APPENDIX XIV: 
II". - 
Department: Information and Library Studies 
Owner: MEADOWS, ARTHUR J 
Click on a line to display the titles on a specific list. 
" AUTHORS AND EDITORS 
" INTRODUCTION TO PUBLISHING STUDIES 
" PUBLISHING DESIGN AND INFORMATION PRESENTATION - 
[Department index][Owwwner index] 
Previous Screen [Search menu] [Author search] [Title search] [Keyword search] 
[Comments] 
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Click on a line to display the copy details. Use the Page Down key to scroll through the references. 
" The Blueprint dictionary of printing and publishing. - Peacock 
" Book publishing : the basic introduction. - 1989. - Dessauer, John P. 
" From author to reader. - Mann 
"A history of British publishing. - Feather 
" Inside book publishing / Giles Clark. - 1994. - Clark, Giles N., Giles Noel 
" Journal publishing / Gillian Page, Robert Campbell Jack Meadows. - 1997. - Page Gillian 
" Publishing now / edited by Peter Owen. - 1996. 
" The truth about publishing / by Sir S. Unwin. - 1976. - Unwin. Sir, Stanley, l 884-1968 
[Department index][Owner index][Reading list index] 
Previous Screen [Search menu] [Author search] [Title search] [Keyword search] 
[Comments] 
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1 ?: ý- 11/01/99 
b Opac http: //l ibb. lboro. ac. uk: 8008/www-bin/ww... MPT_N AME=input&coll 
_name=M ai n+Catalogue 
Item Locations 
Author Feather, John 
Title A history of British publishing 
Publisher London: Croom Helm, c1988 
Notes Bibliography, p263-281. - Includes index 
Ctrl. no 0709910673 
Click on a line below to display shelving & loan details of copies at each location. 
Location Shelfmark Copies On loan 
Pilkinaton L 338.470705/FEA 11 
[Place reservation] [Related search] [Return to index] 
i Previous Screen [Search menu] [Author search] [Title search] [Keyword search] i 
[Comments] 
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11/01/991_: 44 
Opac http: //Iibb. lboro. ac. uk: 8008/www-bin/ww... MPT_NAME=input&coll_name=Main+Catalogue 
Item Locations 
Author Peacock, John 
Title The Blueprint dictionary of printing and 
publishing /John Peacock, Michael Barnard 
Publisher London: Blueprint, 1990 
Ctrl. no 0948905476 
Click on a line below to display shelving & loan details of copies at each location. 
Location Shelfmark Copies On loan 
Pilkinaton L.. R 686/PEA 10 
[Place reservation] [Related search] [Return to index] 
Previous Screen [Search menu] [Author search] [Title search] [Keyword search] 
[Comments] 
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Appendix XV 
INCREASE IN STUDENT NUMBERS IN THOUSANDS 
Year Number Year Number 
1987 202.5 1991 290.3 
1990 272.2 1992 308.1 
INCREASE IN *MATURE STUDENT NUMBERS IN THOUSANDS 
Year Number Year Number 
1987 134.4 1991 198.0 
1990 177.6 1992 223.8 
*Over 25 years 
Higher Education Statistics for the UK 
312 
